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CONDUIT PAYMENTS TO THE DEMOCRATIC 
NATIONAL COMMITTEE 


THURSDAY, OCTOBER 9, 1997 

House of Representatives, 
Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

Washington, DC. 

The committee met, pursuant to notice, at 10:10 a.m., in room 
2154, Rayburn House Office Building, Hon. Dan Burton (chairman 
of the committee) presiding. 

Present: Representatives Burton, Hastert, Morelia, Shays, Cox, 
McHugh, Horn, Mica, McIntosh, Souder, Shadegg, Sununu, Ses- 
sions, Pappas, Snowbarger, Barr, Portman, Waxman, Lantos, 
Owens, Kanjorski, Condit, Maloney, Barrett, Norton, Fattah, 
Cummings, Kucinich, Blagojevich, Davis of Illinois, Tierney, Turn- 
er, Allen, and Ford. 

Staff present: Kevin Binger, staff director; Richard Bennett, chief 
counsel; William Moschella, deputy counsel and parliamentarian; 
Butch Hodgson, chief investigator; Daniel R. Moll, deputy staff di- 
rector; Judith McCoy, chief clerk; Teresa Austin, assistant clerk/ 
calendar clerk; Robin Butler, office manager; Will Dwyer, director 
of communications; Ashley Williams, deputy director of communica- 
tions; Barbara Comstock, chief investigative counsel; Robert 
Rohrbaugh, James C. Wilson, Tim Griffin, and Uttam Dhillon, sen- 
ior investigative counsels; Dave Bossie, oversight coordinator; 
Kristi Remington, Alicemary Leach, Bill Hanka, and David Kass, 
investigative counsels; Jim Schumann, John Irving, and Jason Fos- 
ter, investigators; Phil Larsen, investigative consultant; Carolyn 
Pritts, administrative investigative assistant; David Jones and 
John Mastranadi, investigative staff assistants; Phil Schiliro, mi- 
nority staff director; Phil Barnett, minority chief counsel; Kenneth 
Ballen, minority chief investigative counsel; Agnieszka Fryszman, 
Christopher Lu, Matthew Joseph, Andrew McLaughlin, David 
Sadkin, Michael Yang, Michael Yeager, minority counsels; Harry 
Gossett and Mark Stephenson, minority professional staff mem- 
bers; Ellen Rayner, minority chief clerk; Becky Claster, Jean Gosa, 
Andrew Su, and Amy Wendt, minority staff assistants; and Sheri- 
dan Pauker, minority research assistant. 

Mr. Burton. The committee will come to order. 

Would the television cameras recede a little bit? And when we 
get through with our opening statements, at the request of the 
counsel for the witnesses, we will ask the television cameras to 
leave the room. 

Good morning. A quorum being present, the Committee on Gov- 
ernment Reform and Oversight will come to order. Before the dis- 
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tinguished ranking member and I deliver our opening statements, 
the committee must first dispose of some procedural issues. 

I ask unanimous consent that Members be able to use the deposi- 
tions of Manlin Foung, Joseph Landon and David Wang at today’s 
hearing and ask further unanimous consent that they be made a 
part of the record. 

Mr. Waxman. Reserving the right to object, those depositions, 
Mr. Chairman, will be, in their entirety, part of the record? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. We have no objection. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

I also ask unanimous consent that questioning in the matter 
under consideration proceed under clause 2(j)(2) of House rule XI 
and committee rule 14 in which the chairman and ranking minor- 
ity member allocate time to committee counsel as they deem appro- 
priate for extended questioning, not to exceed 60 minutes, equally 
divided by the majority and the minority. 

And without objection, so ordered. 

Mr. Lantos. Reserving the right to object. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman reserves the right to object. 

Mr. Lantos. Does this mean, Mr. Chairman, that committee 
counsel, with his questioning, will precede members of the com- 
mittee? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, sir. For the first hour, we will have committee 
counsel on each side question for 30 minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Lantos. I’ll be glad to yield. 

Mr. Waxman. The rules have recently been changed in the House 
of Representatives to provide for an interrogation of a half-hour, 
first by the majority and then a half-hour by the minority. That 
time can be allocated to staff or to Members as the chairman sees 
fit on his side or we see fit on our side. 

Mr. Burton. That is correct. 

Mr. Waxman. Under the rules, this must be agreed to either by 
consent of the ranking member with the chairman or vote of the 
committee. 

I don’t see an objection to what the chairman is requesting. I 
think this is going to be the first time that the House of Represent- 
atives has used this new format for a more extended period of time 
for interrogation. We’ll try it out. 

Mr. Lantos. Continuing my right to reserve, I will not object. 
However, I think it is a very bad procedure. It is analogous in polit- 
ical campaigns to having a battle of advertising agencies rather 
than candidates themselves. 

I think members of this committee should conduct their own 
questioning. That is why we have been sent here by our respective 
constituencies. And to turn this very important function over to our 
staff, I think is less than ideal procedure. But I withdraw my objec- 
tion. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

I further ask unanimous consent that the questioning in the mat- 
ter under consideration proceed under clause 2(j)(2) of House rule 
XI and committee rule 14 in which the chairman and ranking mi- 
nority member allocate time to members of the committee as they 
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deem appropriate for extended questioning, not to exceed 60 min- 
utes for the first panel, equally divided between the majority and 
the minority. 

And there has been agreement reached between myself and the 
ranking member, Mr. Waxman, that we will proceed under an 
equation or situation where there will be 10 minutes given to the 
majority side and 10 minutes to the minority and so on until the 
60 minutes is exhausted. 

Is there objection? 

Hearing none, so ordered. 

On October 1, 1997, the committee received a letter addressed 
from Charles J. Stephens requesting, on behalf of his clients, 
Manlin Foung and Joseph Landon, that the cameras be turned off 
pursuant to clause 3(f)(2) of House rule XI. Similarly, David 
Wang’s attorney, Michael A. Garvin, sent a similar letter on Octo- 
ber 8, 1997. 

Without objection, those letters will be entered into the record. 

[The letters referred to follow:] 
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Stevens & o’Connclu 

ATTOUNff^ 

400 CA^i-rau maul. 8g!Tt 14SO 
•acimmkhto, Cauporxia tsatA 


TfLtPHONti (018) a2»‘0H1 
rAuiMiutt (ote) >24^1 !o 


October 1, 1997 


1039,0001 


The Honorable Dan Burton 
Chairman 

Committee on Government Rcfonn and Oversight 
United States House of Representatives 
2157 Raybutn House Office Building 
Washington, D C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. Burton: 

Special Counsel Richard Bennett has advised me that our clients, Manlin 
Foung and Joseph Landon, will testify before the Committee pursuant to subpoena 
on or about October 8, 1997. 

Pursuant to House Rule XI(3), Ms. Foung and Mr. Landon hereby request 
that during their appearances before the Comimttee, “all lenses shall be covered and 
all micophones used for coverage turned off." 

By copy of this letter, I am respectfully requesting that Spedal Counsel Bennett 
advise whether the Committee would like any additional documentation of this request. 
Thank you. 


CJS/slc 


Respectfully, 



cc; 


Richard D. Bennett, Esq. (VIA FAX -202/225-3974) 
Kermeth M. Ballcn, Esq. (VIA FAX — 202/226-6511) 
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Michsul A- Carvin 
(202) 822^952 


Cooper &. Carvin 

lawyers 

A ProfMiioiui liaMlitr Caapaav 

Suite 401 

2000 K Street, N.W. (202) 822-8950 

Washington. D.C. 20006 Fax (202) 822-8966 


October 8,1997 


VIA FACSIMILE AND FIRST-CLASS MAIL 

The Honorable Dan Biirton 
Chainnan 

House Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
2157 Rayburn House OfGce Building 
Washington. DC 20515-6143 

Dear Representative Burton: 

This letter is to inform you that my client Mr. David Wang, subpoenaed to q)pear 
before the Committee on Thursday, October 9, 1997, is invoking his ri^t under House 
Rule XI(3)(f)(2) to have radio, television, and stiU photography coverage excluded duiiag 
his testimony. Thank you for your assistance in this reg^. 

Sincerely, 

Michael A Carvin 
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Mr. Burton. Clause 3(f)(2) of House rule XI allows a subpoenaed 
witness to have the cameras turned off and the microphones used 
for broadcast turned off. The rules provide that, 

No witness served with a subpoena by the committee shall be required against 
his or her will to be photographed at any hearing or to give evidence or testimony 
while the broadcasting of that hearing by radio or television is being conducted. 

At the request of any such witness who does not wish to be subjected to radio, 
television, or still photography coverage, all lenses shall be covered, and all micro- 
phones used for coverage turned off. 

While I’m disappointed that this hearing will not be televised be- 
cause we believe the American people have the right to know what 
these witnesses have to say. However, Manlin Foung, Joseph 
Landon, and David Wang have asserted their rights under the rule, 
and the committee is obliged to honor their request. Therefore, at 
the appropriate time, I will instruct our friends in the media to ob- 
serve the rule and cover all lenses and shut off all microphones 
used for coverage. 

I now yield myself such time as I may consume. 

Today, marks the first day of hearings into illegal foreign fund- 
raising and other violations of law during recent campaigns. We 
have three witnesses today. These individuals have admitted to 
making conduit contributions to the Democratic National Com- 
mittee. 

Testifying on our first panel will be Manlin Foung, the sister of 
Charlie Trie. Joining her will be her companion, Joseph Landon. 
Testifying on our second panel will be David Wang, a businessman 
from Los Angeles. Our witnesses today are not villains; they are 
victims. They are ordinary people who are put on the spot by some- 
one they trusted, and they got burned. 

Ms. Foung, Mr. Landon, and Mr. Wang have given their full co- 
operation to this committee, and we really appreciate that. They 
have talked to us voluntarily. Their testimony will help us as we 
slowly but surely try to put the pieces of this puzzle together. We 
owe them our thanks for their cooperation. 

It stands in marked contrast to the cooperation we have received 
from the White House and the Democratic National Committee. 
The difficulty this committee has faced with the White House has 
been deplorable. It is an outrage that the White House has with- 
held knowledge of the White House coffee videotapes until now. 

This committee’s March 4th subpoena specifically required the 
production of videotapes 7 months ago. At least a half a dozen sen- 
ior White House aides and the President himself were taped. It is 
obvious that the President and most of his senior staff knew that 
these tapes existed for a long time. After all, the President was in 
the tapes. 

The fact that they have been withheld this entire year borders 
on obstruction. There are reportedly another 150 tapes of Demo- 
cratic National Committee events that we still have not received. 
The record shows more and more that this White House and this 
President are not eager for the American people to know the whole 
truth, and the American people have a right to know the facts. 

Fortunately, today, we have witnesses who have been cooperative 
and are willing to tell the truth. Ms. Foung and Mr. Landon con- 
tributed $35,000 to the DNC in 1996 at Charlie Trie’s request. 
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They were promptly reimbursed for each contribution. Our inves- 
tigators have traced $10,000 of this amount directly back to the 
Bank of China in Macao. This money was wired to the United 
States in August 1996. Within 10 days, it was in the hands of the 
Democratic National Committee. The other $25,000 was repaid in 
sequentially numbered money orders from a bank in New York 
City. 

Mr. Wang contributed $5,000 to the Democratic National Com- 
mittee in August of last year. His friend, Daniel Wu, also contrib- 
uted $5,000. Daniel Wu lives in Taiwan. Both contributions were 
made at the request of John Huang. Both men were paid back with 
envelopes full of cash given to them by Antonio Pan. 

We have granted these witnesses immunity from prosecution. 
This is an extra layer of protection to make sure that these three 
people can come forward and tell the American people what hap- 
pened without any fear. It is well known that the Justice Depart- 
ment, as a matter of policy, does not seek to prosecute straw do- 
nors. I will quote from a 1994 memo from the director of the Jus- 
tice Department’s Election Crimes branch, quote. The Justice De- 
partment has a long-standing, nonprosecution policy for persons 
who are used as conduits or straws to disguise another person’s il- 
legal contributions, provided that allowing their names to be used 
by another is the extent of their participation in the scheme, end 
quote. 

The testimony we are about to receive cannot be dismissed light- 
ly. John Huang and Charlie Trie are both close friends and ap- 
pointees of the President. John Huang was in the White House 
over 90 times during the President Clinton’s first term. He had nu- 
merous meetings with the President. The President personally in- 
tervened to help move him from the Commerce Department to the 
Democratic National Committee. 

This is the first time in my memory that we have seen evidence 
of such blatantly illegal activity by a senior national party official. 
John Huang’s title at the Democratic National Committee was vice 
chairman for finance. 

Likewise, Charlie Trie was a close personal friend of the Presi- 
dent. Charlie Trie visited the White House nearly 40 times that we 
know of. In early 1996, the President signed an Executive order en- 
larging a Presidential commission on trade, so he could appoint Mr. 
Trie to that commission. It should be disturbing to all of us to re- 
ceive testimony about illegal and unethical conduct by such close 
associates to the President of the United States. 

An important figure that is going to emerge during this hearing 
is a man named Antonio Pan. Mr. Pan is a rather mysterious fig- 
ure who had ties to Charlie Trie, the Lippo Group, and John 
Huang. He was in the White House eight times in 1995 and 1996. 
He was apparently the bag man in both the transactions involving 
Manlin Eoung and David Wang. It will become clear through docu- 
ments and testimony that he was handling large amounts of cash. 

Antonio Pan’s involvement here raises a number of questions. 
Whose bidding was he doing? Charlie Trie’s? John Huang’s? The 
Lippo Group’s? Were they all collaborating? Where did the cash 
come from? A number of the transactions we are going to talk 
about today involve large amounts of cash. If we are going to trace 
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the origins of this money, we are going to have to talk to the people 
who handled that cash. 

Charlie Trie has left the country. I don’t think he’s planning on 
coming back. The last we heard, he was in Shanghai. John Huang 
has taken the fifth. Antonio Pan has left the country. According to 
our most recent information, we believe that he’s either in Hong 
Kong or New Zealand. This is a perfect case study in the obstacles 
that this committee has faced in trying to root out the truth about 
the illegal foreign money that was flowing to the DNC. 

The obstacles have been many. More than 60 people have either 
taken the fifth amendment or fled the country to avoid revealing 
their role in this scandal. Next week, the President will be meeting 
with President Jiang Zemin of the People’s Republic of China. If he 
wants to get all of the facts laid out on the table, he should insist 
that the Chinese Government send Charlie Trie back to the United 
States so we can question him. The American people have an abso- 
lute right to know what Charlie Trie did and what senior Govern- 
ment officials asked him to do. 

Finally, today’s hearing is going to focus much-needed attention 
on the DNC’s program of identifying and returning illegal contribu- 
tions. It appears that the DNC’s highly touted audit by Ernst & 
Young was error prone and is completely unreliable. This is a sub- 
ject that we are likely to return to in future hearings. 

I once again want to thank our witnesses for their cooperation. 
This has been a tense and nervous couple of weeks for them, and 
we understand that. This hearing room is probably the last place 
that they want to be today, but we are going to try to make this 
as easy as possible for all of them. 

I now recognize our ranking member, Mr. Waxman, for his com- 
ments. 

[The prepared statement of Hon. Dan Burton follows:] 
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Statement of Chairman Dan Burton 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee 
October 9, 1997 



BERNARD SANDERS. VERMONT 
INDEPENDENT 


Today, marks our first day of hearings into illegal foreign fundraising and other 
violations of law during recent campaigns. 

We have three witnesses today. These individuals have admitted to making conduit 
contributions to the Democratic National Committee. 

Testifying on our first panel will be Manlin Foung, the sister of Charlie Trie. Joining 
her will be her companion, Joseph Landon. Testifying on our second panel will be David 
Wang, a businessman from Los Angeles. 

Our witnesses today are not villains. They are victims. They are ordinary people who 
were put on the spot by someone they trusted — and they got burned. 

Ms. Foung, Mr. Landon and Mr. Wang have given their full cooperation to this 
Committee. They have talked to us voluntarily. Their testimony will help us as we slowly but 
surely try to put the pieces of this puzzle together. We owe them our thanks for their 
cooperation. It stands in marked contrast to the cooperation we have received from the White 
House and the DNC. 

The difficulty this committee has faced with the W hite House has been deplorable. It 
is an outrage that the White House has withheld knowledge of the White House coffee 
videotapes until now. This Committee’s March 4th subpoena specifically required the 
production of videotapes. At least a half-a-dozen senior White House aides and the President 
himself were taped. It is 

obvious that the President himself and most of his senior staff knew that those tapes existed 
a long time ago. The fact that they have been withheld this entire year borders on obstruction. 
There are reportedly another 150 tapes of DNC events that we still have not received. 
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The record shows more and more that this White House and this President are not 
eager for the American people to know the whole truth. 

Fortunately, today we have witnesses who have been cooperative and are willing to tell 
the truth. Ms. Foung and Mr. Landon contributed $35,000 to the DNC in 1996 at Charlie 
Trie’s request. They were promptly reimbursed for each contribution. Our investigators have 
traced $10,000 of this amount directly back to the Bank of China in Macau. This money was 
wired to the United States in August 1996. Within 10 days, it was in the hands of the DNC. 
The other $25,000 was repaid in sequentially numbered money orders from a bank in New 
York City. 

Mr. Wang contributed $5,000 to the Democratic National Committee in August of last 
year. His friend Daniel Wu also contributed $5,000. Daniel Wu lives in Taiwan. Both 
contributions were made at the request of John Huang. Both men were paid back with 
envelopes full of cash by Antonio Pan. 

We have granted these witnesses immunity from prosecution. This is an extra layer of 
protection to make sure that these three people can come forward and tell the American people 
what happened without any fear. It is well known that the Justice Department, as a matter of 
policy, does not seek to prosecute straw donors. I will quote from a 1994 memo from the 
Director of the Justice Department's Election Crimes Branch: 

“The Justice Department has a longstanding nonprosecution policy for persons who are used 
as conduitSf or straws, to disguise another person *s illegal contributions, provided that 
allowing their names to be used by another is the extent of their participation in the scheme. ” 

The testimony we are about to receive cannot be dismissed lightly. John Huang and 
Charlie Trie are both close friends and appointees of the President. John Huang was in the 
White House over 90 times during President Clinton’s first term. He had numerous meetings 
with the President The President personally intervened to help move him from the Commerce 
Department to the DNC. This is the first time in my memory that we have seen evidence of 
such blatantly illegal activity by a senior national party official. John Huang’s title at the 
Democratic National Committee was Vice-Chairman for Finance. 

Likewise, Charlie Trie was a close friend of the President. Charlie Trie visited the 
White House nearly 40 times that we know of. In early 1996, the President signed an executive 
order enlarging a Presidential commission on trade so he could appoint Mr. Trie to it. 

It should be disturbing to all of us to receive testimony about illegal and unethical 
conduct by such close associates of the President. 

An important figure that is going to emei^e during this hearing is Antonio Pan. Mr. 
Pan is a rather mysterious figure who had ties to Charlie Trie, the Lippo Group, and John 
Huang. He was in the White House eight times in 1995 and 1996. He was apparently the 
bagman in both the transactions involving Manlin Foung and David Wang. It will become 
clear -- through documents and testimony — that he was handling large amounts of cash. 
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Antonio Pan’s involvement here raises a number of questions: Who’s bidding was he 
doing? Charlie Trie’s? John Huang’s? The Lippo Group? Were they all collaborating? 
Where did the cash come from? 

A number of the transactions we are going to talk about today involved cash — lat^e 
amounts of cash. If we are going to trace the origins of this money, we are going to have to talk 
to the people who handled the cash. Charlie Trie has left the country. 1 don’t think he’s 
planning on coming back. John Huang has taken the Fifth. Antonio Pan has left the country. 
According to our most recent information, we believe that he is in either Hong Kong or New 
Zealand. This is a perfect case study in the obstacles that this Committee has faced in trying 
to root out the truth about the illegal foreign money that was flowing into the DNC. 

The obstacles have been many. More than 60 people have either taken the flfth or fled 
the country to avoid revealing their role in this scandal. Next week, the President will be 
meeting with the President Jiang Zemin of the People’s Republic of China. If he wants to get 
all of the facts laid out on the table, he should insist that the Chinese government send Charlie 
Trie back to the United States. The American people have an absolute right to know what 
Charlie Trie did, and what senior government officials asked him to do. 

Finally, today’s hearing is going to focus much-needed attention on the DNC’s program 
of identifying and returning illegal contributions. It appears that the DNC’s highly-touted 
audit by Ernst and Young was error-prone and is completely unreliable. This is a subject that 
we are likely to return to in future bearings. 

1 want to thank our witnesses once again for their cooperation. This has been a tense 
and nervous couple of weeks for them. This hearing room is probably the last place they want 
to be today, but we are going to try to make this as easy as possible for them. 

I now recognize our Ranking Member, Mr. Waxman, for his comments. 
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Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, thank you for holding this hearing 
today. After nearly a year of investigating and $3 million spent, 
we’re hearing from our first witnesses about the 1996 elections. 
The focus of this hearing is on conduit payments. Conduit pay- 
ments are, of course, illegal; unfortunately, they’ve also become 
much too common. In Senator Dole’s campaign, for instance, both 
Simon Fireman and Empire Landfill have admitted to pervasive 
conduit schemes and directed $149,000 in illegal donations to the 
Dole campaign. In fact, today’s Washington Post has the headline 
“Firm to Pay $8 million Fine for Illegal Campaign Gifts.” 

Moreover, as the chart on the screen indicates, the Federal Elec- 
tions Commission is currently investigating 27 conduit payments 
involving 214 individuals. The FEC has closed 21 cases involving 
108 individuals and levied $335,000 in fines. The FEC also closed, 
without action, 20 cases involving 246 respondents under their en- 
forcement priority system. All these cases are for the 1992, 1994 
and 1996 election cycles. 

Our hearings have value if they at least add to the knowledge 
gained already in Senator Thompson’s hearings. So it is useful to 
review briefly the July 29 Senate hearing that focused on Charlie 
Trie. 

[Video shown.] 

Senator Thompson. “There was a Presidential appointment in April 1996. So the 
committee will hear today from Mr. Jerry Campane, an agent of the Federal Bureau 
of Investigation. And it will later hear from two witnesses to whom it has granted 
immunity for the — from the use of their testimony and any criminal prosecutions 
against them. 

“Senator Glenn, do you have an opening statement?” 

Senator Glenn. “I don’t have an opening statement.” 

Senator Thompson. “All right. 

“Mr. Campane, will you please stand and raise your right hand.” 

Mr. Waxman. That was an excerpt from Senator Thompson’s 
hearing and part of his opening statement. At that hearing, he had 
three witnesses testifying. The first, Jerry Campane, was an FBI 
agent detailed to the Senate. He led the Senate conduit investiga- 
tion and used the chart now on the screen — if we could have that 
chart put on the screen — to show how Charlie Trie and Ng Lap 
Seng, also known as Mr. Wu, arranged conduit payments. And I 
want to point out that these conduit payments were for a February 
1996 fund-raiser at the Hay-Adams Hotel, which is the same fund- 
raiser that Manlin Foung and Joseph Landon contributed to. 

[The chart referred to follows:] 
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$12,500 Check 
2/19/96 


$3,000 Check 
Bank-Fund Stoff 
Federal Credit Union 
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Democratic National Committee 

John Huang, Trie's DNC Contact 


1 San Kin Yip Holding Co. Ltc 
1 Bank of China^-- Hong Kong 

i. 1 


1 

▼ 

Yah Lin Ng Lap Seng 

"Charlie" Trie "Mr. Wu" 

Riggs Bonk — Washington/ D.C. 
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Mr. Waxman. Also testifying at the Senate hearing were Yue 
Chu and Xi Ping Wang, whose names are on the charts. They re- 
ceived immunity from the Senate and testified that they made con- 
tributions and were subsequently reimbursed by Charlie Trie and 
Ng Lap Seng. 

In my view, the Senate hearing conclusively demonstrated that 
Mr. Trie and Ng Lap Seng asked Yue Chu and Xi Ping Wang to 
make conduit contributions. The depositions of Manlin Foung and 
Joseph Landon seem to indicate that they had an identical experi- 
ence. But there is nothing in their deposition that adds to the 
knowledge to what Senator Thompson uncovered in his July 29 
hearing. Instead of bringing them here from California, we could 
have achieved the same result simply by replaying not just that 
opening from Senator Thompson’s hearing, but the whole hearing 
itself 

Now we have a third witness today, but before addressing his 
testimony, I want to make a brief comment to my Democratic col- 
leagues. As the senior Democrat on this committee, I have a special 
responsibility to make sure our side has all the necessary informa- 
tion in making decisions. In retrospect, I believe I made a serious 
mistake in not adequately questioning the information Chairman 
Burton gave to us regarding David Wang and in agreeing to his 
recommendation to approve immunity. 

When the matter was before us, I was influenced most by the 
fact that Mr. Wang seemed to be an innocent victim in a conduit 
scheme and that he made statements to committee investigators 
without an attorney present, and with no understanding of the 
legal consequences that he faced. But I was also perhaps too sen- 
sitive to the fact that if the Democrats opposed immunity, we 
would be accused of being partisan. I will not make that mistake 
again. 

It is now clear that David Wang never should have received im- 
munity. He has repeatedly misled this committee and Chairman 
Burton and his staff and our staff, and we have failed to ensure 
that his representations were truthful. The essence of his testi- 
mony — the part the chairman, the Republican chief counsel and 
other committee members have been citing, and the press has been 
reporting — appears to be a fiction. 

I personally questioned Mr. Wang during his deposition on Mon- 
day, and he testified that John Huang called him on the morning 
of August 16th. According to Mr. Wang’s testimony, 1 hour later, 
John Huang then arrived in Mr. Wang’s Los Angeles office. Mr. 
Wang also testified that at that time, John Huang asked for and 
immediately received Mr. Wang’s contribution to the Clinton cam- 
paign. The truth, however, is that this never happened. 

John Huang did not meet with David Wang on August 16. In the 
last 3 days, the Democratic staff has thoroughly investigated this 
matter. Later this morning, I will enter into the record hotel bills, 
receipts, photographs, news stories and sworn affidavits that prove 
that John Huang was in New York on August 16th. It was impos- 
sible for him to have met with Mr. Wang. 

Now, it’s bad enough that we have approved immunity for false 
testimony. But even worse is that in the course of his deposition, 
Mr. Wang disclosed other criminal acts or potential criminal acts 
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that are far more serious than his conduit contribution. But be- 
cause he provided that information in response to a question Re- 
publican Counsel Dick Bennett asked, he now has immunity for 
those crimes as well. We have blundered into giving Mr. Wang im- 
munity for immigration and tax fraud and received only false state- 
ments in return. 

At the outset, I said our hearings will only have value if we add 
to what Senator Thompson has learned. But that presupposes that 
we do no harm. Today we do harm. We have made a careless and 
irresponsible decision on immunity. We cannot take the representa- 
tions Chairman Burton gives us at face value. And I regret that we 
didn’t initiate our own Democratic investigation of Mr. Wang ear- 
lier. That is another mistake we won’t make again. 

In a year of embarrassments, this is the most damaging one to 
our committee. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
I would just like to say to the ranking member that while immu- 
nity was granted, there is no immunity for perjury before this com- 
mittee, and all witnesses will be sworn, as the ranking member 
knows. 

With that, in accordance with what I previously stated in the 
rule, we will ask the cameras to be shut off, to be covered, and the 
microphones to be covered so that we can proceed with the 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. In light of the fact that the most serious witness 
before us is Mr. Wang, I would ask that we put him on first. 

Mr. Burton. We already have the schedule. And the Chair 
has 

Mr. Waxman. There’s no reason why that schedule couldn’t be 
changed. He is the witness from whom we are going to learn some- 
thing today. And we may have learned that, to our regret, we’re 
out giving immunity inappropriately. Let’s put him on first. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Waxman, the gentleman is not even here yet. 
He was scheduled to come this afternoon. He won’t be around until 
at least noon. And we will proceed as we have scheduled. 

The cameras will be shut off at this time. They will be covered. 
The microphones will be covered in accordance with the request of 
the witnesses. 

[Pause.] 

Mr. Burton. If you’re going to leave that camera there, could 
you cover that lens, please, just to make sure that the witnesses 
feel comfortable. I know you have it shut off, but I want to make 
sure it’s covered, so we don’t have to worry about it. 

Thank you, sir. I appreciate that very much. That is an unusual 
cover you have there. Could you find some kind of cover or turn 
that camera around on the right, please, or whatever you want to 
do to cover it up? 

Are we about set? Would the officer out there shut that door as 
soon as the door is cleared, please? 

Manlin Foung and Joseph Landon, with your counsel, would you 
approach the witness table, please? Would you stand and raise 
your right hands, please? 
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[Witnesses sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. Be seated. 

Once again, we want to thank you for your cooperation in being 
here today. And like I said to both of you before we started, we’re 
going to try to make this as easy and as painless as possible. So 
just relax. And if you need some water or anything, take your time. 

I now recognize the committee’s chief counsel, Mr. Bennett, to 
start the questioning. He will be recognized for 30 minutes, and 
then we’ll yield to the ranking minority member for whomever he 
chooses for the remaining 30 minutes of the first hour. 

[The depositions of Manlin Foung and Joseph Landon follow:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF: MANLIN FOUNG 

Monday, September 29, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in the Office of Charles J. Stevens, 
Esq., 400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1450, Sacramento, California, commencing at 9:00 a.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: Richard D. 
Bennett, special counsel; James C. Wilson, senior investigative counsel; Charles F. 
Little, investigator; Kenneth Ballen, minority chief investigator; Phil Barnett, mi- 
nority chief counsel; and Christopher Lu, minority counsel. 

For MANLIN FOUNG: 

CHARLES J. STEVENS, ESQ. 

Stevens & O’Connell 

400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1450 

Sacramento, California 95814 

Mr. Bennett. Good morning, Ms. Foung. I am Dick Bennett, Special Counsel to 
the United States House of Representatives, Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight. I want to thank you for coming. 

In an abundance of caution, I want to read a preamble and some ground rules 
prior to having the oath be administered. If for any reason you don’t understand 
any questions that we have here today, don’t hesitate to indicate that you don’t un- 
derstand. 

On behalf of the members of the Committee on Government Reform and Over- 
sight, I want to thank you for appearing. The record should reflect that we are here 
in Sacramento, California, taking your deposition. This proceeding is known as a 
deposition. The person transcribing the proceeding is a House reporter and notary 
public, and I would now request that he place you under oath. 

THEREUPON, MANLIN FOUNG, a witness, was called for examination by counsel, 

and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung, I would like to note for the record those who are 
present at the beginning of this deposition. Your attorney. Chuck Stevens, is here 
with you. And again the record should reflect we are here in Mr. Stevens’ office. 

I am Dick Bennett, special counsel to the committee. With me and accompan 3 ring 
me is Mr. Jim Wilson, who is also Majority counsel for the House committee. Also, 
Mr. Charles Little, an investigator for the committee. 

Here for the Minority today are Messrs. Ken Ballen, Phil Barnett, and Charles 
Lu. 

Mr. Lu. Chris Lu. 

Mr. Bennett. Chris Lu. I’m sorry. 

Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat informal atmosphere, be- 
cause you have been placed under oath, your testimony here today has the same 
force and effect as if you were testifying before the committee, before the Congress, 
or in a courtroom. Do you understand that? 
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The Witness. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Bennett. If I ask you about conversations you have had in the past and if 
you are unable to recall the exact words used in a conversation, you may state that 
you are unable to recall those exact words and you may then give the gist or sub- 
stance of any conversation to the best of your recollection. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Oh, yes, I do. 

Mr. Bennett. The court reporter cannot pick up a nod of your head. 

If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, please give us 
your best recollection of these events or parts of conversations that you recall. If I 
ask you whether you have any information about a particular subject and you have 
overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding that subject, or have 
seen correspondence or documentation about that subject, please tell me that you 
do have such information and indicate the source from which you derived such 
knowledge. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Including newspaper? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, general information that you have, yes. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Bennett. Before we begin the questioning, I want to, pursuant to the proce- 
dures normally followed, give you some background about the investigation and 
your appearance here. 

Pursuant to its authority under House rules 10 and 11 of the House of Represent- 
atives, the Committee on Government Reform and Oversight is engaged in a wide- 
ranging review of political fund-raising improprieties and possible violations of law. 

Pages 2 through 4 of House Report 105-139 summarizes the investigation as of 
June 19, 1997, and describes new matters which have arisen in the course of the 
investigation. Also, pages 4 through 11 of the report explain the background of the 
investigation. 

All questions related either directly or indirectly to these issues, or questions 
which have the tendency to make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less 
probable than it would be without the evidence, are proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167, which passed the full House of Representatives 
of the United States Congress on June 20th of this year. Committee Rule 20 out- 
lines the ground rules for the deposition. 

The Majority and Minority committee counsels will ask you questions regarding 
the subject matter of the investigation. Minority counsel will ask questions after 
Majority counsel has finished. 

After the Minority counsel has completed questioning you, a new round of ques- 
tioning may begin. If there were any Members of Congress who were here today and 
wanted to ask you questions, they would be afforded an immediate opportunity to 
ask you any questions. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you are allowed to have an attorney present 
to advise you of your rights here at this deposition, and Mr. Stevens is here. Any 
objection raised during the course of the deposition shall be stated for the record. 
You are represented by Mr. Stevens, not by Minority counsel, and you follow the 
instructions of Mr. Stevens with respect to responding to questions. 

If you are instructed by Mr. Stevens to not answer a question or otherwise refuse 
to answer a question, we will then, either Majority and Minority counsel, will confer 
to determine whether the objection is proper. If the counsels agree that the question 
is proper, you will be asked to answer the question. If the objection is not with- 
drawn, the Chairman or member designated by the Chairman may decide whether 
the objection was proper. 

This deposition is considered as taken in executive session of the committee, 
which means it may not be made public without the consent of the committee, pur- 
suant to clause 2(k)(7) of House Rule 11. You are asked to abide by the rules of 
the House and not discuss with anyone other than your attorney this deposition and 
the issues and questions raised during this proceeding. 

No one is going to take this deposition, Ms. Foung, and give it to a newspaper 
reporter in terms of your responses. You ultimately will be called as a witness be- 
fore the committee to publicly testify and at that time people can ask you questions 
after you publicly testify. But no one is going to have a copy of this deposition prior 
to that. Do you understand that? 

Again, you have to answer. 

The Witness. I do. 

Mr. Bennett. Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed 
and you have been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit sug- 
gested changes to the Chairman. That would give you the opportunity if you think 
that Mr. Strickland, the court reporter, had made an error with respect to tran- 
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scribing something, you would be given an opportunity to correct any error that you 
felt was in the transcript, and we will see that that is sent immediately to Mr. Ste- 
vens so you can have an opportunity to review it. 

The transcript will be available for review by committee staff in terms of any er- 
rors anyone thinks has been made. That would be available to both Majority and 
Minority. 

Substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amendments to the deposition 
transcript submitted by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting the changes 
and a statement of your reasons for the requested changes. A letter requesting any 
substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amendments must be signed by 
you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications or amendments shall be 
included as an appendix to the transcript conditioned upon your signing the tran- 
script. 

Do you understand everything we have gone over so far? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Stevens. If you don’t, tell them and ask questions. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you understand generally what I have advised you thus far? 

The Witness. I’m sorry? 

Mr. Bennett. Do you understand the matters about which I have advised you 
thus far? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Okay. I am starting to understand why these depositions are tak- 
ing forever, if this preamble was read to every witness. 

If you have any reasons to break, to talk to Mr. Stevens, you may. 

In terms of ground rules, I will be asking you questions concerning the subject 
matter of the investigation. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Would you repeat that, please? 

Mr. Bennett. I will be asking you questions concerning the subject matter of this 
investigation. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Bennett. Okay. If you don’t understand a question, please say so and I will 
repeat it or rephrase it so that you understand the question. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you understand that you should tell me if you do not under- 
stand my question? 

The Witness. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Bennett. Okay. The reporter will be taking down ever3dhing we say and will 
make a written record of the deposition. You must give verbal, audible answers be- 
cause the court reporter cannot record a nod of the head or other gesture. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Bennett. If you cannot hear me, say so — I doubt that will be a problem — 
and I will repeat the question or have the court reporter read the question to you. 
Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Bennett. Please wait until I finish each question before answering, and I will 
wait until you finish your answer before I ask the next question. Do you understand 
that this will help the reporter make a clear record, because he cannot take down 
what we are both saying at the same time? Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Your testimony is being taken under oath as if we were in court, 
and if you answer a question it will be assumed that you understood the question 
and the answer was intended to be responsive to it. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Are you here voluntarily or here as a result of the subpoena? I be- 
lieve the record should reflect that you have not been subpoenaed. I believe we filed 
a Notice of Deposition. So you are here pursuant to your understanding with your 
attorney, Mr. Stevens, correct? 

The Witness. Say that again. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Stevens, we actually didn’t subpoena your client. You have 
agreed to make your client available to us to answer questions; is that correct? 

Mr. Stevens. I think that is accurate. We certainly anticipated that if we said 
no, that there would be a subpoena. But you’re right, we agreed to do this volun- 
tarily, and we appreciate everyone coming here to this office to accommodate the 
witness. 

Mr. Bennett. And I am sure that we were all glad to come here to Sacramento 
on such a beautiful day to be here. I speak for the Majority and I suspect I might 
speak for the Minority on that. 
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If you have any questions before we get started, please ask, Ms. Foung. Or you 
can talk to Mr. Stevens. Do you have any questions. 

The Witness. Not at this time. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, Mr. Bennett. I do have some opening comments I would 
like to make. 

Mr. Bennett. That might be a good time, if you would like. Go ahead. 

Mr. Ballen. Ms. Foung, good morning. 

The Witness. Good morning. 

Mr. Ballen. I represent the Democratic members of the Committee on Govern- 
ment Reform and Oversight. As you may know, there are two parties in the U.S. 
House of Representatives, the Republican Party that controls the House and the 
Democratic Party which does not. 

On our committee, every committee has representatives of both parties. The Ma- 
jority is represented by the Republicans. Their Chairman is Dan Burton who is Mr. 
Bennett’s boss. I represent the Minority on the committee, the Democrats. My boss 
is Representative Henry Weixman from Los Angeles, and the other committee Demo- 
crats. If you are familiar, some are from this area. Gary Condit is one of our Mem- 
bers. Tom Lantos from California. You may know some of them. 

I want to emphasize to you that we represent the Democratic Members of Con- 
gress who sit on the Government Reform and Oversight Committee. Do you under- 
stand that? 

The Witness. I do now. 

Mr. Ballen. Okay. We don’t represent the Democratic National Committee. We 
don’t represent the White House. We simply represent the Members of the House 
of Representatives who are the Democratic members on the House committee. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Ballen. You look somewhat perplexed, so I wanted to ask you. 

The Witness. It is something more complicated than I can understand, but I basi- 
cally understand what you are tr 3 dng to say, yes. 

Mr. Ballen. I want to let you know our view of this proceeding so that you do 
understand it, and start by apologizing because we feel you have given the state- 
ment and that should be sufficient for this committee. We do not feel this deposition 
today is necessary. And so we apologize for the inconvenience it has caused you, in 
advance. 

And we also want to tell you, and Mr. Bennett is going to perhaps have to tell 
you that better, why we think you are being called today, because we are not sure. 
Mr. Dan Burton, who is the Chairman of the committee and who is Mr. Bennett’s 
boss, has stated on the floor of the House of Representatives that he believes there 
to be a conspiracy possibly involving the Chinese Government to corrupt the Amer- 
ican political system. And he also believes and he has stated that your brother, 
Charlie Trie, may be a part of this conspiracy. 

In April of this year, Mr. Burton took to the floor of the House of Representatives 
and talked about your brother. He said your brother was part of a cast of characters 
who may have corrupted the American political system. 

The Witness. What does that mean, “cast of characters”? 

Mr. Ballen. Well, can I read it to you? 

Mr. Stevens. Ken, I don’t think she understands the idiom “cast of characters.” 
It means one of a group of people, a group of individuals involved in something. 

The Witness. Oh, okay. That was my only question. 

Mr. Ballen. Let me just read you the exact quotes, not to take anything out of 
context. 

Mr. Burton, Mr. Bennett’s boss, said on the floor of the House of Representatives 
in Washington, “Did foreign governments funnel foreign funds in the 1996 cam- 
paign? The American people have a right to know. How did a cast of characters” — 
individuals — “such as John Huang, Charlie Trie, Chinese arms dealer Wang Jun, 
purported Russian mob figure Gregori Loutchansky and convicted drug dealer Jorge 
Cabrera gain access to the highest levels of our government?” 

The Witness. So in another word, they do not necessarily mean — I am just still 
trying to understand the “cast of characters.” 

Mr. Ballen. Uh-huh. 

The Witness. Does that mean they are just comparing my brother with the other 
characters, or is my brother part of all the characters that conspired something? Is 
that what that means? 

Mr. Ballen. Well, it’s hard for me to answer that. I think the answer is both. 
Comparing your brother to the other characters 

The Witness. As well as he’s a part of it? 

Mr. Ballen. Yes, correct. I mean, I think that’s the theory. I think the statement 
reflects that theory and those are serious allegations. 



20 


The Witness. This is news to me, yes. 

Mr. Ballen. That’s why I wanted to tell you, so that you know the context of why 
you are being called here and what this is about. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Stevens. Let me be clear that he is not saying that there is necessarily evi- 
dence of that. He is sa3dng that that is one potential theory that will be reviewed. 
It may be that there is no evidence of it. He is outlining one thing that might be 
the subject of the investigation. 

The Witness. Right. 

Mr. Ballen. Right. And I think what your lawyer told you is correct. It is just 
a theory, but it is a theory that Mr. Bennett’s boss has said repeatedly over the past 
9 months. So it is a theory that some people may want to try to prove. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Ballen. I think it is also fair to inform you just what is meant — why you 
have to be coming back to Washington, what will happen to you in Washington. 
That there will be a hearing. There may be — there will be a large room with many 
Congressmen, over 44 Congressmen sitting there. You will be at a table in front of 
them. There may be television cameras. There may be news reporters. It is a public 
open hearing. 

And we just want you to know where this thing is going and our point of view 
on it, which is different from their point of view. And we will do our best to make 
this as simple for you and as painless as we possibly can. 

The Witness. I hope so. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Are there any further comments, Mr. Ballen? 

Mr. Ballen. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung, are you now terrified to testify, or are you still willing 
to testify here today? 

The Witness. I will tell you what I know. That is all I can do. 

Mr. Bennett. I am certainly not here to try to frighten you here, Ms. Foung. The 
effort here is not to scare a witness or frighten a witness. It is merely to get facts. 

We as lawyers are here — I am here representing the Majority. I don’t just work 
for one individual. I’m with the Republican Majority and report to the Republican 
Majority. And we are here just to ask you questions of facts. No one has made an 
allegation against you, and the lawyers here at the table as lawyers are bound by 
canons of ethics in which we are to seek the truth as best we can. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Bennett. And that ultimately is or should be the calling of lawyers. So no 
one is here to frighten you. I don’t know what is going to happen when you come 
to Washington. There will be a hearing and there will be, hopefully, 44 Congress- 
men sitting in a room, although I suspect many of them will be going in and out 
of the room, from what I have observed, and you will be asked questions. We 
thought it was fair to see you first to understand the types of questions that will 
be asked of you. If you have any questions, don’t hesitate to ask. 

Also, in the room here, along with the two lawyers for the Majority and the three 
lawyers for the Minority and your lawyer, is Mr. Charles Little, I mentioned earlier. 
I believe you met Mr. Little before; is that correct. 

The Witness. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And Mr. Little as well as two other individuals at one point in time 
asked you basic questions and tried to get information as best they could from you; 
isn’t that correct? 

The Witness. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And you were very cooperative and answered their questions; is 
that correct? 

The Witness. I believe so. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. And I want to compliment you on your level of cooperation and 
your candor in answering those questions. 

Do you believe that Mr. Little or any of the other visitors were unfair to you in 
any way? 

The Witness. I believe they were doing — probably doing their best job they can. 

Mr. Bennett. And do you think that they in any way abused you or treated you 
unfairly or unkindly in any way? 

The Witness. They were very polite and very friendly. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Stevens, I believe you indicated to me previously that you don’t 
believe your client’s constitutional rights were violated in any way. 

Mr. Stevens. Well, I’m not having my deposition taken. But do you want me to 
state my full position on the record? 

Mr. Bennett. Just generally, if you will, on behalf of your clients. 
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Mr. Stevens. Based on my review of the situation, including numerous discus- 
sions with my client, I think it is fair to say at this point that she is not alleging 
that any of her constitutional rights were violated nor is she alleging that she was 
in any way abused or mistreated in the normal sense of those words by the attor- 
neys or investigators who contacted her. 

I will say, however, though, that she is concerned there were some statements 
made that in her mind were designed to cause her to believe that it was not nec- 
essary for her to consult counsel in order to protect her interests. She’s not claiming 
that she was told unequivocally not to obtain counsel. And I know, based on my own 
experience, that statements of an ambiguous nature like this are frequently made 
and they are not necessarily improper. However, given her background, her cultural 
background, to a certain extent inability to comprehend all of the idioms of the 
English language, in an ideal world there would have been no statements about 
counsel at all. 

For example, when she asked whether she should consult with counsel, one thing 
that she recalls being stated in response was, “Why would you need counsel?” Now, 
we all as lawyers might know that that is not technically an improper question, but 
when that question is posed to a person in Ms. Foung’s position, it could have the 
effect of causing her to misunderstand the situation. Again in an ideal world, cer- 
tain statements perhaps shouldn’t have been made. But that expression of concern 
on her part about her treatment is a far cry from some of the things, frankly, I’ve 
heard and read about violating constitutional rights or abusing her or mistreating 
her or lying to her. 

But I did think it appropriate to put on the record that one area of concern, be- 
cause it is one Ms. Foung has consistently expressed to me, although she under- 
stands the system and she does agree that all the lawyers and investigators on both 
sides in this situation are honorable people doing their best and no one at any time 
has tried to induce her to make things up or to implicate people unfairly or inappro- 
priately. 

Let me just make sure that what I said is an accurate summary of Ms. Foung’s 
position. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Ms. Foung, and Mr. Stevens. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. With respect to your personal background, Ms. Foung, when were you 
born? 

Answer. February 9th, 1952. 

Question. And what is your social security number? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me; is this necessary to put her social security number on 
the record? Something maybe she — because we 

Mr. Bennett. I don’t really care. You don’t have to put your social security num- 
ber on the record. That’s fine. 

Mr. Ballen. This might be publicly released, this deposition. 

The Witness. Could I have a piece of paper and pen? 

Mr. Bennett. Sure. 

Mr. Ballen. It is my understanding that your deposition could be publicly re- 
leased and so, therefore, I don’t see why we need to put the social security number 
on the record. 

Mr. Stevens. Can we go off the record for a second? 

[Discussion off the record.] 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Let me just ask you this, you are a naturalized American citizen? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. What is the date of your citizenship? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. I believe sometime around 1980. 

Question. When did you first come to this country? 

Answer. 1973. 

Question. And what is your educational background? 

Answer. I graduated from high school in Taiwan. I had 52 units completed in the 
United States, major in business. 

Question. At what university? 

Answer. Solano College. 

Question. Here in California? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. And in terms of your background, I’ll get into your family background, 
I’ll ask more detailed questions on some matters perhaps later, but you have a 
brother and a sister; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And are your mother and father both still living? 

Answer. No. My father was dead. 

Question. And your mother, her name is? 

Answer. Do E-Fong. 

Question. And where does she reside? 

Answer. Little Rock. 

Question. Arkansas? 

Answer. Arkansas. 

Question. And your two siblings, a brother and a sister, your sister’s name is? 
Answer. Why do we — Dai Lin. 

Question. And does she have a last name in addition — I know that Lin is a family 
name. Is there a last name? 

Answer. Outlaw. 

Question. And she lives in Virginia; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And then you have a brother who has previously been indicated as Mr. 
Charlie Trie? 

Answer. Yah Lin Trie. 

Question. And he goes by the name Charlie Trie; is that correct? 

Answer. I call him Charlie — we call him Charlie. 

Question. Okay. And are your brother and sister both naturalized American citi- 
zens? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And your mother is a naturalized American citizen? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Now, have you been politically active yourself, Ms. Foung? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And I would imagine after this experience you don’t intend to be; is that 
correct? You have to answer. You are not politically active, are you, ma’am? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And prior to the matters about which we are going to have you testify 
in 1996, had you ever worked on any political campaigns? 

Answer. No, sir. 

Question. Had you — and I want to go over the matter — the States in which you 
have resided, but have you been particularly active in contributing money to any 
political campai^s over the years? 

Answer. No, sir. 

Question. In terms of your residence, you have lived here in California for how 
long? 

Answer. Since 1990. 

Question. Prior to 1990, where did you live? You don’t need to name the specific 
address, but the State. 

Answer. Texas. 

Question. How long did you live in Texas? 

Answer. Approximately 6 years. 

Question. From approximately 1983 or 1984 until 1990? 

Answer. I’m sorry? 

Question. Just take your time. From 

Answer. From 1992 to — I mean ’82 or ’83 — I couldn’t remember. 

Question. Let me go back. Maybe it would be easier as opposed to moving back, 
I will take you back to a date and let you move forward. Where did you first reside 
when you came here to the United States? 

Answer. San Francisco. 

Question. For how many years? 

Mr. Stevens. Just give approximate, two or three? Four to five? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. You don’t need to be with any great specificity. 

Answer. ’73 to ’7 — ’73 to ’77. Approximately 4 years. 

Question. You lived in the San Francisco area of California? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And then in 1977, where did you move? 

Answer. Little Rock, Arkansas. 
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Question. And you went to Little Rock, Arkansas, approximately in 1977? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. How old were you at that time, approximately? 

Answer. If I was born 

Question. 25? 

Answer [continuing]. In ’52? Twenty-five. 

Question. And what caused you to move to Little Rock, Arkansas? 

Answer. A job transfer. 

Question. And for whom were you working at the time? 

Answer. USF&G, an insurance company. United States Fidelity and Guaranty. 
Question. And you went to work there in 1977 in Little Rock, and how long did 
you stay in Arkansas? 

Answer. Approximately 5, 6 years. 

Question. From let us say 1977 until perhaps ’83? 

Answer. ’82, ’83. 

Question. Were any other members of the family with you when you moved to Lit- 
tle Rock, Arkansas? 

Answer. What do you mean by that? 

Question. I mean, did you move to Little Rock, Arkansas — my question is, did any 
other members of your family live in Little Rock, Arkansas, in addition to you? 
Answer. Yes, my brother and my sister, both. 

Question. Were they already living there or did they go with you to Little Rock, 
Arkansas? 

Answer. They were already there. 

Question. And how long had Dai Lin been living in Little Rock, Arkansas? 

Answer. I don’t remember. I don’t know. 

Question. Several years? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. She had an existing business there; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And her business, she owned a restaurant? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And your brother. Yah Lin Trie, Charlie Trie, how long had he been in 
Arkansas when you arrived there in 1977? 

Answer. I don’t really remember. 

Question. He was working for your sister at the time; wasn’t he? 

Answer. At first, yes. 

Question. And in what capacity did he work for your sister? 

Mr. Stevens. What did he do? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. What did he do? I’m sorry; what did he do for your sister? She owned 
a restaurant. Dai Lin owned a restaurant in Little Rock, Arkansas; is that correct? 
Answer. Yes. 

Question. And your brother worked for Dai Lin in her restaurant; is that correct? 
Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And what did he do for her? 

Answer. I don’t really know. I believe everything related to whatever the res- 
taurant needs. 

Question. She owned the restaurant, though, and he worked for her; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Ballen. If you know. 

The Witness. I believe so. I don’t really know. I was in the insurance business, 
different than the restaurant business, so I didn’t really know what they were 
doing. 


examination by MR. BENNETT: 


Question. I understand. 

At some point in time during this 6 years that you were there in Little Rock, Ar- 
kansas, from ’77 to ’83, did there come a point in time when your brother estab- 
lished his own business? 

Answer. I believe so. 

Question. And what was the nature of that business? What was the business? 

Answer. Restaurant. 

Question. He opened up a restaurant separate from your sister’s restaurant? 

Answer. I don’t really know. Seems like they were working together for a long 
time, and then I moved to Texas. 
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Question. I understand. 

Answer. And then I didn’t keep up with it. 

Question. You moved to Texas around 1983? 

Answer. ’83, yes. 

Question. I guess my question is 

Answer. End of ’83, uh-huh. 

Question [continuing]. During this time from ’77 to ’83, do you know whether your 
brother took over your sister’s restaurant or do you know whether he established 
a separate restaurant? 

Answer. I really can’t remember. 

Question. At some point in time, though, he went into the restaurant business? 

Answer. That’s correct. That’s correct. 

Question. And up until the time you left Arkansas to move to Texas in 1983, he 
was operating a restaurant; is that correct? 

Answer. He was working in a restaurant business. How was — what capacity, I 
don’t know. 

Question. Okay. But basically, then, that was his — you don’t know what the na- 
ture of the ownership of the restaurant was or the details but 

Answer. No 

Question [continuing]. But he was in the restaurant, running a restaurant? 

Answer. That’s right. 

Question. That was what he did for a living was run a restaurant? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. During that period of time, did you have occasion to meet Governor 
Clinton of Arkansas? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’ll ask you this later, but at some point in time your brother during 
that time period met Governor Clinton; is that correct, in Arkansas? 

Answer. I personally don’t know. I did find out later, yes, they were friends. 

Question. And how did you find that out later? 

Answer. The newspaper. It was on the newspaper all over. 

Question. I will get into more detail later but you at one time in March of last 
year actually had occasion to meet President Clinton; didn’t you? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And you met him here at a fund-raising function here in California; is 
that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And at that point in time President Clinton made reference to your 
brother; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And exactly what did President Clinton say to you about his relation- 
ship with your brother back in the Little Rock, Arkansas, days? 

Answer. He say my brother, Charlie Trie, is a close friend of his in two decades. 

Question. A close friend for two decades? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. But during the time that you lived in Arkansas, you yourself did not 
meet Governor Clinton? 

Answer. Never. Was he the Governor at that time? 

Question. At some point in time. I believe he was the Attorney General and then 
was the Governor. 

Answer. I wasn’t familiar with him at all. 

Question. And I gather that you yourself did not meet any members of the Clinton 
family during your 6 years in Arkansas? 

Answer. No, sir. 

Question. Then chronologically moving forward, around 1983 you moved to Texas; 
is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And you maintained contact with your mother who remained in Arkan- 
sas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And maintained contact with your brother who remained in Arkansas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And with respect to your sister, she, Dai Lin, had had a restaurant in 
Arkansas, you said, when you arrived in 1977; is that right? 

Answer. I think so. 

Question. When did your sister move from Arkansas to Virginia? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. It seems like ’84 or ’85. Something like that. 
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Question. At some point in time while you were still in Texas, your sister then 
moved from Arkansas to Virginia? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And your brother and mother remained in Arkansas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And your mother remains in Arkansas to this day? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And she lives in a home which is owned by your brother; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you have any ownership of that house in which she lives, you per- 
sonally? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. We originally applied a loan together. 

Question. “We” meaning your mother and you? 

Answer. Me and my brother. But somewhere along the line, I think that the house 
was sold and then the person that bought it — I don’t know exactly what happened, 
either default or something, and he has to buy back without my name, I believe. 

Question. Who is “he” who bought it back? 

Answer. My brother, Charlie — ^Yah Lin. 

Question. So Yah Lin Trie at some time became the total owner of the house in 
which your mother now resides? 

Answer. I think so. I never did go into it to find out. 

Question. When do you believe this approximately would have occurred when your 
name was taken off the title? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. 

Question. Okay. It was while you were in Texas or when you had moved back to 
California? 

Answer. It was when I was in Texas. 

Question. Sometime during the 1983-1990 time period? 

Answer. Yes, but I don’t remember — I don’t know the details. I don’t know what 
happened. 

Question. I understand. Did you have any conversations with your brother where 
he explained to you what happened? 

Answer. I don’t think so — I don’t remember. 

Question. Directing your attention up until the time period of February of 1996, 
do you have any recollection of making any political contributions to any Federal 
political candidates, meaning candidates for Congress or the United States Senate 
or candidates for President, for President Clinton? Up until February of 1996, do 
you recall making any political contributions? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. And what contributions would they have been, ma’am? 

Answer. I believe there was a check written to DNC. 

Question. The Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. And when would that check have been written? Approximately? 

Answer. February. 

Question. February of 1996? 

Answer. February 1996. 

Question. I’m going to get to that ma’am, we are going to do that in a second. 
I’m sorry if you didn’t understand my question. That is the $12,500 check. 

Mr. Ballen. Before. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. I am trying to get before that, prior to the $12,500 check to the Demo- 
cratic National Committee in February of 1996, before that, before that date, do you 
recall making any political contributions to President Clinton or the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee? 

Answer. I cannot remember. 

Question. Do you recall making any contributions to any Federal political can- 
didates for the U.S. Senate or for Congress in Texas or in Arkansas or in any other 
State? 

Answer. I can’t — I can’t recall. 

Question. Now, then, directing your attention to February of 1996, I will show you 
what has been previously marked as MF-1, your initials, dash, 1. 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — All exhibits referred to may be found at end of deposition 
on p. 59.] 
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EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Looking at that exhibit drawn on your bank account, which is the Trav- 
is Federal Credit Union; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And do you recognize — I know that that is a faded copy — your signature 
on that check and do you recognize the copy of that check? 

Answer. Yes, that’s my signature. 

Question. And in fact — and that is, in fact, a copy of a check which you prepared 
on February 18, 1996, to the Democratic National Committee, or as you have noted 
on the check, paid to the order of the DNC; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Now, with respect to that check, what were the circumstances leading 
up to your preparation of that check? As a matter of fact, why don’t we — in order 
to have ever 3 dhing in front of you, let me have, if I can, two more exhibits, please. 

I’m going to show you — place in front of you and Mr. Stevens, your attorney, MF- 

2 . 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-2 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Stevens. Is it all right if I mark exhibit numbers on these copies? 

Mr. Bennett. Go right ahead. And MF-3. 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-3 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Baleen. Dick, ours are not marked, so if you could indicate which is going 
to be which. 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, Ken, the check, the $12,500 check is MF-1. The 
packet of material from the Amerasia Bank and the $5,000 cashier’s check payable 
back to Ms. Foung is MF-2. And then the deposited cashier’s checks, the second 
packet you just got, is MF-3. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. If you want to look at those, take your time, I want to go through the 
scenario with those exhibits in front of you in terms of the circumstances of your 
first contribution to the Democratic National Committee. 

You have indicated that to your knowledge — and if I’m not stating this correctly, 
please correct me — from what I gather this is the very first time you had ever pre- 
pared a check to the Democratic National Committee; is that correct? To your 
knowledge? 

Answer. To my knowledge, yes. 

Question. And what were the circumstances giving rise and causing you to pre- 
pare this check? Why did you write this check? 

Answer. Because my brother called me. 

Question. Your brother, Charlie Trie? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Approximately when did he call you and where was he when he called 
you? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember — I don’t know exactly the time. I will have to guess 
somewhere around the check written time. 

Question. Somewhere around the date of the check, February 18, 1996? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Was he overseas at that time? 

Answer. I believe so. I was under the impression he was. 

Question. And what caused you to believe that he was overseas? 

Answer. Because he said he couldn’t make it to meet a deadline of a contribution. 

Question. He — I’m sorry, if I misunderstood what you said, correct me. But your 
brother, Charlie Trie, said to you that he could not make a deadline for a contribu- 
tion? 

Answer. Something like that. 

Question. And where was the contribution to be sent, this $25,500 to the DNC? 

Answer. That I don’t remember. I must jot down the address. 

Question. Do you know what the deadline was he was referring to? 

Answer. No, I didn’t ask. 

Question. Did you have any knowledge of a dinner right around that time period 
that was to be held at the Hay-Adams Hotel in Washington, D.C.? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Did he talk to you about that? 

Answer. No, he didn’t. 

Question. And basically you prepared this check at his request? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. Did he indicate to you how — did he indicate to you that you were to be 
reimbursed for writing this check? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And did he indicate to you how he was going to reimburse you? 

Answer. I don’t remember. I don’t remember. 

Question. But again we’ll go through the exhibits, looking at the exhibits before 
you, you were reimbursed almost immediately for your check; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. According to the date, yes. 

Question. Within a matter of a few days, you got the money back from your broth- 
er? 

Answer. Four or five days, yes. 

Question. Now, do you recall whether you mailed this check or what happened to 
this $12,500 check made payable to the DNC once you prepared it? Where did it 
go? My question is, did someone come by and pick the check up at your home? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you put it in the mail? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Where did you send it? 

Answer. I sent it to Washington, D.C., somewhere by — I couldn’t remember if it 
was by Federal Express or regular mail or Federal express mail, I couldn’t remem- 
ber. 

Question. But you sent it to whatever address your brother gave you; I gather? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And do you recall what the address was? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you recall whether or not it was the address of the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee? 

Answer. I don’t even know what their address. 

Question. So you don’t know the mechanics of how this came into the possession 
and was cashed by the Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You just know that you sent it to an address designated by your broth- 
er? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Now, did you know an individual named Antonio Pan? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Have you ever met an individual named Antonio Pan? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. 

Question. Do you have any personal knowledge of the involvement of Mr. Antonio 
Pan in forwarding money to you in covering this check? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. And we’ll go into the matter of Mr. Landon — you have a close personal 
friend, Mr. Joseph Landon; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And you and Mr. Landon reside together; is that correct? I don’t need 
to get into your personal life. Strike that question. 

He is a close personal friend of yours; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And, again, I don’t want to get into your personal life, and I apologize 
for that. Mr. Landon at some point in time this same day also wrote out a $12,500 
check; is that right? 

Answer. I believe so. 

Question. Did you have discussions with Mr. Landon concerning the preparation 
of a $12,500 check? 

Answer. I might have. Must be very brief because I couldn’t remember what was 
said. 

Question. Do you know if your brother spoke to Joe Landon about a $12,500 
check? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You don’t remember or you don’t know that he spoke with him? 

Answer. I know he didn’t spoke to him. 

Question. So it could be correct, would it not, that if Mr. Landon prepared a simi- 
lar $12,500 check, as did you, to the Democratic National Committee, it would have 
been at your request pursuant to the discussion you had with your brother? 

Answer. Must be. 

Question. Okay. Let me show you that check. 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-4 was marked for identification.] 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-5 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Looking at now Exhibits MF-4 and MF-5, you see there is Mr. Landon’s 
check I think a day later than your check. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, Dick, I just missed what you said. 

Mr. Bennett. I am sorry, excuse me. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Showing you Exhibits MF-4 and MF-5, you will see that Mr. Landon’s 
check is also made out to the Democratic National Committee for $12,500. Do you 
see that? 

Answer. Yes, do 1. 

Question. And, in fact, that was a result of a conversation that you had with him, 
based on your conversation with your brother; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And, in fact, Mr. Landon — you advised Mr. Landon that both you and 
he were going to be reimbursed for these checks and you were doing this as a favor 
for your brother; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And in fact, then looking at MF-2 and MF-5, they are copies of cash- 
ier’s checks which came back to you and Mr. Landon 3 days later, isn’t that correct? 
From the Amerasia Bank in New York? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And if I’m wrong correct me, but three of the five — there are five $5,000 
cashier’s checks; isn’t that correct? If you want to take a minute, look at Exhibits 
MF-2 and MF-5. Just take your time. 

Answer. Okay. MF-2, we have three and MF-5 we have two. 

Question. Meaning tbat MF-2, there are three cashier’s checks to you each for 
$5,000, totaling $15,000; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And MF-5, there are two $5,000 cashier’s checks made payable to Mr. 
Landon; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And, in fact, that represents a total of $25,000 totally reimbursing both 
of you for the checks you had written out to the Democratic National Committee 
a few days earlier; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Now, how did it turn out? Did Mr. Landon get his entire $12,500 back? 

Answer. I believe so. 

Question. And how do you believe that he got his money back? 

Answer. I must gave him $2,500. 

Question. Actually, to help you here, Ms. Foung, let me show what you has been 
marked as MF-IA, which is a supplement to Exhibit 1 which I think will be of some 
assistance to you. 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-IA was marked for identification.] 
EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. If you look at MF-IA, you will note there in terms of a $2,500 with- 
drawal — again, correct me if I am wrong, Ms. Foung, but it appears that of the 
$15,000 you received back after depositing those checks, you took $2,500 out to give 
to Mr. Landon, in addition to his $10,000 in cashier’s checks; is that correct? 

Answer. It appears to be. 

Question. As you testify now, that is your recollection, looking at these documents 
in terms of what happened; is that right? 

Answer. Exactly, because I couldn’t remember what happened. 

Question. I understand. I understand. I understand. 

Did you have any contacts with any officials of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee at the time that you wrote these checks 

Answer. No. 

Question [continuing]. You wrote the check? 

Answer. No, sir. 

Question. To your knowledge, did Mr. Landon have any contact with any rep- 
resentatives of the Democratic National Committee at the time he wrote the check? 

Answer. I really cannot speak for him, but to the best of my knowledge, no. 

Question. I understand. Okay. And do you know the particular fund-raising event 
for which these checks were prepared? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. And you did not attend any events in connection with these checks; is 
that correct? 

Answer. No. 

Question. It was purely at the request of your brother that these checks were pre- 
pared? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. To your knowledge, had Mr. Landon ever made any contributions him- 
self to the Democratic National Committee prior to this check, reflected by exhibit 
MF^? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Does Mr. Landon know your brother, Charlie Trie? 

Answer. He met my brother a couple of times briefly. 

Question. How long have you and Mr. Landon known each other? 

Answer. Possibly 4 years. 

Question. And during those 4 years, how many times do you believe Mr. Landon 
has met your brother? 

Answer. Two times for sure. Maybe three. 

Question. To your knowledge, does Mr. Landon know the individual, Antonio Pan? 

Answer. Not as I know of. 

Question. Let me ask you this, Ms. Foung, have you ever heard of a group in Ar- 
kansas called the Lippo Group? 

Answer. Never heard of it. 

Question. Prior 

Answer. I do now. 

Question. I think a lot of people have heard of the Lippo Group now, but prior 
to the matters in the newspaper did you have any knowledge of the individuals at 
the Lippo Group in Arkansas? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And as we speak, you have never met Antonio Pan? 

Answer. Not as I know of. 

Mr. Ballen. Just to clarify your question was, “Do you have any knowledge of 
the Lippo Group in Arkansas?” Do you have any knowledge of the Lippo Group at 
all anywhere? 

The Witness. No, sir. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. We don’t have a process of rotating questions here, but I thank 
counsel for the clarification on that. I should have followed up. 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. You don’t have any knowledge of Antonio Pan anywhere up until today 
other than perhaps having seen his name in the newspaper; is that correct? 

Answer. Until his name was brought up to me. 

Question. Did your brother explain to you where the $25,000 came from that reim- 
bursed you and Mr. Landon? 

Answer. I believe — he never explained, but I believe it was his money. 

Question. In fact, there are documents — just so you understand, because I want 
to make sure that you have the benefit of as many facts as we can give you so you 
understand, the committee has documents before it showing that the $25,000, in 
fact, came from an individual named Antonio Pan, and an account in New York. 

Would you have any explanation for why Mr. Pan would have been giving you 
and Mr. Landon the $25,000 back? 

Answer. I really never thought about that. 

Question. Did your brother, Charlie Trie, ever represent to you that he, Charlie 
Trie, had repaid the $25,000 to you and Mr. Landon? 

Answer. Would you please repeat that question? 

Question. Did your brother, Charlie Trie, ever indicate to you that the repayment 
of the $25,000 came from him, Charlie Trie? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember exact conversations, but I was under the impression, 
yes. 

Question. That he, Charlie Trie, your brother, had in fact paid you the $25,000? 

Mr. Stevens. When you say “paid,” are you talking about physically being the 
conduit of the money or being the source of the money? 

Mr. Bennett. Being the source of the money. 
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EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. To your knowledge, your impression was that your brother had repaid 
the $25,000? 

Answer. Yes, yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Just one second. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Directing your attention to approximately a month later, I think it is 
in March of 1996, do you recall attending — we talked, about this a little bit earlier 
in the morning — a political fund-raising event here in California attended by Presi- 
dent Clinton? 

Answer. Would you be more specific? 

Question. Sure. 

Answer. Are we talking about the one that I mentioned earlier? 

Question. Yes, yes, in fact, specifically you attended a political fund-raising event 
in Hillsborough, California. Do you recall that? 

Answer. I recall, but at the time I didn’t know it was fund-raising. 

Question. I want to direct your attention to that event, if I can. With respect to 
the — an event in March of 1996, directing your attention to that event, first, you 
attended an event in Hillsborough, California, in March of 1996 at which Mayor 
Willie Brown of San Francisco and President Clinton were in attendance; is that 
correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And, in fact, you met President Clinton at that time; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And that’s the very first time you’d ever met President Clinton? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. When you went to that event, did you know that it was a political fund- 
raiser? 

Answer. I didn’t. 

Question. What were the circumstances surrounding your attendance at that 
event? 

Answer. Because my brother called me, said 

Question. Again, do you know where your brother was when he called you? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Do you believe it was overseas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. If I can just step back for a second, Ms. Foung, I gather that your 
brother travels overseas a great deal? 

Answer. He spends the majority of his time overseas. That’s the way I understood. 

Question. And would he be in Taiwan or China; do you know? I’m going to get 
into the details later of where he is now, but it is your belief that he called either 
from Taiwan or China or wherever overseas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I will rephrase the question. You don’t know specifically where he was 
when he called you in March of 1996; do you? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. 

Question. It’s your impression that he was overseas but you don’t know in which 
country he might have been? 

Answer. No. 

Question. But it was your impression that he was overseas? 

Answer. I believe so. 

Question. And what did he say with respect to attendance at this event? 

Answer. Say that again. 

Question. \^at did your brother say to you about this event that he wanted you 
to attend? 

Answer. He was just asking me if I would go to a dinner function, that Mr. Clin- 
ton will be there, that was in San Francisco. 

Question. And as to that event, you weren’t asked to spend any money? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And how did you get to the event? How did you go to Hillsborough? 

Answer. We drove. 

Question. And it is a drive — from here in the Sacramento area, I guess it is a 
drive of approximately an hour and a half or 2 hours? 

Answer. From where I live to Hillsborough, how far is that? About 50 miles or 
something like that; 50, 60 miles. 

Question. And who drove you? 



31 


Answer. Joe Landon. 

Question. Joe Landon. Anybody else besides you and Mr. Landon travel in the 
car? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And did Mr. Landon actually attend the event? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Where did Mr. Landon stay? He, in fact, remained in the car while you 
went to the event; is that right? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. How did you actually get to the event? Did Mr. Landon drive you right 
to the event or did you meet another group of people and attend the event with a 
group of people? 

Answer. We were supposed to — the instruction was to park at the high school 
parking lot. There is a bus to transport all the guests to the house. 

Question. And that was in Hillsborough? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. And you went to the local high school in Hillsborough, Bur- 
lingame High School? 

Answer. Yes, few blocks away from the house. 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, my nephew attended that high school, so I’m some- 
what familiar with the area. 

Mr. Ballen. I was wondering how you knew the geography. 

Mr. Bennett. I don’t want counsel to think I knew all the details. It doesn’t mat- 
ter much, but my sister-in-law lives in Hillsborough and I think I know the high 
school where he went. But in any event, the record should reflect that one of the 
few times in the deposition the counsel are all laughing together in a matter, which 
is a healthy sign I think. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. You went to the local high school and a bus took a group of people to 
this private party; is that right? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And at some point in time did you meet an individual there named John 
Huang? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Had you met Mr. Huang before? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And what were the circumstances under which you met him? Did he 
come up and introduce himself to you? Or what were the circumstances? 

Answer. He called me prior to the function to ask me to give him some personal 
information such as name, address, social security, so it was strictly for security 
clearance. 

Question. And did he indicate to you at that time — how did he know you were 
going to attend the event? 

Mr. Stevens. If he said. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. If he said. My question — I will rephrase it. My question is, Mr. Huang, 
an individual named John Huang called you prior to the event? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. And this would have been after your brother, Charlie Trie, asked you 
to attend the event? 

Answer. That’s right. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang call indicating that he had spoken to your brother, 
Charlie Trie, and therefore knew you were going to attend the event? 

Answer. He must. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me; do you recall? 

Mr. Bennett. Counsel, I don’t mind occasionally clarifying, but why don’t I finish 
the train and you will be free to follow up on it. 

examination by ME. BENNETT: 

Question. I gather Mr. Huang must have known from some source, either your 
brother or some source, that you were going to attend the event. 

Answer. I assume so. 

Question. You didn’t know this man, John Huang, and he calls you for information 
because you are going to attend the event? 

Answer. Yes, somebody must know I was attending to get my security clearance. 
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Question. And then on that evening in March of 1996 — it was an evening event; 
wasn’t it? 

Answer. It was evening, about 6 o’clock. 

Question. Did you meet Mr. Huang at that time? 

Answer. We met outside the bus. 

Question. At the high school parking lot? 

Answer. The parking lot, yes. 

Question. And then you went to the event on a bus, and both you and Mr. Huang 
were on the bus together? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. And we’ll get back to the details of the event. 

Have you seen John Huang since that particular night? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you spoken with John Huang since that night? 

Answer. I vaguely remember he called me one more time to ask me if I would 
attend a function in San Francisco. I said no. 

Question. And when would that have been? 

Answer. I don’t remember. 

Question. It would have been prior to the re-election of President Clinton last No- 
vember? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember, but I believe — I believe so. 

Question. Apart from that one other telephone call from John Huang, is it fair 
to say that the only time you have met or spoken with John Huang, except for that 
one additional telephone call, would have been on this particular night in March — 
strike that. 

Apart from John Huang calling you on the telephone and then being with you on 
that evening in March of 1996, the only other contact you have had with Mr. Huang 
is one other time when he called you on the telephone? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. You have not spoken with him since? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. The only time you have ever seen him face-to-face would have been on 
this particular evening in March of 1996? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Now, directing your attention to that particular evening in March of 
1996, what were the circumstances giving rise to your actually meeting and speak- 
ing with President Clinton? Did someone introduce you to him? 

Answer. No, everybody get in line to take a picture with him. 

Question. In the trade it is called a photo op. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. A photo op. Okay? 

And when you met him, what gave rise to his saying to you, as I think you indi- 
cated earlier, that Charlie Trie — your brother Charlie Trie has been my best friend 
for two decades? How did that comment come up? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, that’s not what she testified. She said “close friend.” Not 
best friend. 

Mr. Bennett. Whatever she said, close friend. Charlie Trie has been my close 
friend for two decades. 

Mr. Stevens. My notes have her saying that he was, quote, “A close friend for 
two decades,” closed quote. 


examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Going by your counsel’s — and if I misrepresented I apologize — Charlie 
Trie has been a close friend for two decades, what caused him to make that com- 
ment? Did someone say, this is Charlie Trie’s sister? 

Answer. Yes, something like that. Somebody must 

Question. I understand. As best you remember, someone let the President know 
that you were Charlie Trie’s sister? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And as a result of that, he made that comment? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Did he talk to you at any length at all? How long did you talk 
with President Clinton? 

Answer. I think that was it. 

Question. And you had your picture taken with him? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. Were there any follow-up notes from President Clinton when you — 
strike that. 

I assume you ultimately got a copy of that photograph, correct? 

Answer. No, I didn’t. 

Question. You did not? 

Answer. Huh-uh. 

Question. Off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. You indicated that you never actually got the photograph of you with 
the President? 

Answer. No, I never did. 

Question. And I gather, then, that you have not spoken with President Clinton 
since that time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you spoken with any member of the President’s family since that 
time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And you have no personal relationship with any member of the Clinton 
family, correct? 

Answer. No, sir. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, can I just follow up one question there? Clarification? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, I think in the spirit of comity, I think generally we have the 
questions of the Majority and Minority, but I don’t have any objection to asking a 
quick question just to move it along. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you very much. 

You asked her if she had any contact with any member of the President’s family 
since that time. And I wanted to ask, have you ever had any, other than meeting 
President Clinton on this one occasion, have you had any contact with him or his 
family? 

The Witness. No. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Fair question. Thank you, Mr. Ballen. Thank you, Ken. 

Moving on, then — one second, I’m sorry. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Mr. Little was reminding me of one matter. At some point in time did 
someone explain to you why you were there at the March 1996 event? At some point 
in time was it explained to you that it was a fund-raising event for the President 
and his reelection? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. Fund-raising — I cannot understand that at all. So 
it wasn’t important to me to know. I only remember I was meeting the President. 
That’s all I can remember. It was exciting. 

Question. Do you recall — I will follow up with another question. Do you recall 
Mayor Brown of San Francisco being there? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you get your picture taken with Mayor Brown? 

Answer. No, sir. 

Question. Was there any discussion about needing to attend the fund-raiser to 
show support for Mayor Brown or for President Clinton? 

Answer. I would assume if I was asked to attend a function, it will be showing 
support. I would assume that. 

Mr. Stevens. Well, he doesn’t want you to assume. First, he wants you to tell 
him what you remember people saying to you. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Did anyone talk to you about needing to have people in attendance for 
this event for Mayor Brown and for President Clinton? 

Answer. My brother might have said he would like to be there personally; since 
he couldn’t, would I be there on his behalf. 

Question. But was there a discussion about trying to make sure there were people 
in attendance, that the more people, the better, was there that kind of conversation? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember exactly. 

Question. All right. 
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Now, directing your attention to August of 1996. 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-6 was marked for identification.] 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-7 was marked for identification.] 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-8 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Bennett. We can go off the record for a minute to help counsel with num- 
bers. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Directing your attention to August of 1996, I placed before you what has 
been marked as deposition Exhibit MF-6, which is, in fact, a copy of a $10,000 
check made payable to the Birthday Victory Trust. 

Do you see that, Ms. Foung? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And, in fact, with respect to that check, did you attend any particular 
function in connection with that check? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And that check was prepared, again, at the request of your brother, 
Charlie Trie; is that right? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And, once again, you were immediately reimbursed for that $10,000; is 
that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Now, going back to the specifics, approximately how soon prior to your 
preparing that check did you speak with your brother? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. Maybe the — the same day or the day before, maybe 
a couple days before. 

Question. And, again, he called you on the telephone? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know where he was calling from? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Do you believe he was calling from overseas? 

Answer. I — I believe so, yes. 

Question. But you don’t know what country he was calling from? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And exactly what was the nature of the conversation you had with your 
brother at that time? 

Answer. It was the same thing. That he needed a check to be in by a certain day; 
that he couldn’t do it himself. 

Question. He could not write the check himself and needed someone else to write 
the check? 

Answer. Yeah, because he wasn’t able to. 

Question. And did he indicate how soon this event was going to take place in con- 
nection with this check? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did he make any reference to any deadline that he had to meet? 

Answer. Not in the exact words, but I was under the impression it has to be in 
by a certain date. 

Question. And did he ask you to do this immediately? 

Answer. Must be. Something like that. 

Question. And what was the understanding you had in terms of how quickly you 
were going to be reimbursed? 

Answer. I’m sorry? 

Question. What was your understanding as to how quickly you were going to be 
reimbursed for this $10,000 check? 

Answer. Was I or 

Question. Yes, you indicated earlier that your brother indicated that he was going 
to, as he had in February, see that you got repaid for this; correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what was your understanding as to how you were going to get re- 
paid? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know how quickly he was going to do it? 

Answer. Has to be — has to be fast enough to cover the check. 

Question. Because you didn’t have the money in your account to cover that check? 

Answer. I guess not. 
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Question. Now, I put these exhibits in front of you so you could look at them. MF- 
6 is the check itself for $10,000. 

Do you know how that check was delivered? Actually, strike that. 

First of all, you note on the bottom left-hand corner there is the word “Federal” 
written on that check? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you recall why the word “Federal” is written on the check? 

Answer. My brother told me to put it there. 

Question. In other words, in addition to writing the $10,000 check out, you were 
told to put “Federal” on the check? On the bottom left-hand corner? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And that was at the request of your brother? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And do you know how this check was delivered or to whom it was deliv- 
ered? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. Again, could be Federal Express or something. I 
don’t know. 

Question. And I gather you don’t recall exactly where you sent it; is that correct? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Would you have sent it wherever your brother told you to send 
it? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And apart from speaking with your brother, did you have any involve- 
ment or discussion with anyone else in connection with the Birthday Victory Trust? 
Did you talk to the people who were organizing the event, for example? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So wherever you sent it, it would have been at the instructions of your 
brother? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me; could I ask one follow-up question, please. 

Mr. Bennett. Sure. By the way, just for the record on this, until certain protocols 
are established, I don’t want my willingness to allow Mr. Ballen to ask questions 
to in any way waive procedures that we may have established in previous deposi- 
tions. But in the spirit of comity — C-O-M-I-T-Y, not C-O-M-E-D-Y, as Congress Wax- 
man would sometimes suggest — I have no objection to move this along to allow Mr. 
Ballen to quickly interject a question. Go ahead. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you, Mr. Bennett. 

You indicated when your brother talked to you that he said he wasn’t able to 
write the check himself? Did he tell you why? 

The Witness. Because he was traveling. 

Mr. Ballen. Okay. And that’s why you believed he was overseas? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Ballen. Okay. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you. 

examination by me. BENNETT: 


Question. Continuing on. 

With respect to the repayment of this money, looking at MF-7, in fact there was 
a wire transfer, was there not, of money into your account at the Travis Eederal 
Credit Union where a $10,000 deposit was made into your account almost the next 
day; is that correct? 

Answer. It appears to be. 

Question. And do you know the source of that $10,000 wire? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Ng Lap Seng, also known as Mr. Wu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’ll get back to that in a minute. 

Do you recall any discussion about the money going back into your account, being 
wired back into your account the next day? 

Answer. What do you mean by “discussion”? 

Question. Did anyone say to you: By the way, the wire was made today? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How did you find out that — unlike the February event where you re- 
ceived cashier’s checks 

Answer. Oh, I see what you are sa 3 dng. 

Question [continuing]. Here you were reimbursed not by cashier’s checks; you 
were reimbursed by a wire. 
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Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And did anyone talk to you about the wire transfer going into your ac- 
count? 

Answer. I think my brother asked my account number to prepare the money to 
wire to my account. Now, what I usually do is call the bank to verify, to make sure 
the check is covered. That was my only concern. 

Question. And, in fact, you called your bank to make sure that it had, in fact, been 
deposited; is that right? 

Answer. That’s what I normally do if I am expecting something, I normally call. 

Question. And then looking at deposition Exhibit MF-8, in fact, that reflects both 
the wire transfer on August 15, 1996, into your account, and the debiting of your 
account on August 16 of $10,000; is that correct? 

Answer. It appears to be, according to this. 

Question. So this document reflects the transmission of funds in and out of your 
account with respect to that $10,000 check to the President’s birthday party; is that 
correct — the Birthday Victory Trust; is that correct? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. I’m sorry; you didn’t understand my question? 

Answer. What are you asking? 

Question. These two documents, MF-7 and MF-8, reflect the money going into 
your account and immediately out of your account at the request of your brother 
to cover this check, Birthday Victory Trust of $10,000; is that correct? To cover this 
check for the Birthday Victory Trust? 

Answer. Cover the check I wrote? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you have any contacts with any other individual, apart from your 
brother, with respect to this $10,000 check and the transmission into your account 
the day before, or contemporaneous, the wire transfer, did you have any discussions 
with anybody else other than your brother, Charlie Trie, with respect to that mat- 
ter? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And I don’t want to get into the discussions you have had with your 
attorney subsequent to it, but with respect to that transaction, did you have any 
discussions witb anyone else after you engaged in that transaction? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’ll get to the matter of Judd Best and the Democratic National Com- 
mittee later, but around the time of the event 

Answer. No. 

Question [continuing]. You didn’t talk to anyone from the Democratic National 
Committee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you talk about this matter with anyone in connection with the re- 
election campaign of President Clinton? 

Answer. I don’t believe I talked to anyone at all. 

Question. And were you aware of the particular fund-raising event to which this 
related? 

Answer. No, I assume it was the birthday party; wasn’t it? 

Question. That’s right. And you don’t know if anyone went in your place or any- 
thing else, correct? 

Answer. Not as I know of. 

Question. And, certainly, this event actually was in New York. You did not travel 
to New York to attend this yourself? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Now, Ms. Foung, let me ask you something. Have you ever met Senator 
Tom Daschle, a United States Senator? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Senator Daschle, for the record, is from what State? 

Mr. Ballen. South Dakota. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Have you ever been to South Dakota? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Has anyone ever spoken to you about Senator Tom Daschle? 

Answer. Not as I can remember. 

Question. Do you know — your mother’s name is E-Fong Do Trie; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. Am I pronouncing that correctly? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. To your knowledge, do you know whether or not your mother knows 
Senator Tom Daschle? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Have you ever heard your mother mention Senator Tom Daschle? 

Answer. No. 

Question. The records of the Federal Elections Commission reflect that you con- 
tributed $1,000 — reflect that there were two $1,000 checks written by you to Sen- 
ator Tom Daschle on June 26th, 1995. Do you have any knowledge or recollection 
of writing one or two $1,000 checks to Senator Tom Daschle in June of 1995? 

Answer. I personally couldn’t remember I did or I didn’t. 

Question. Is it your belief that you would have written — according to the records 
of the Federal Elections Commission, reviewed by the committee — again, I’m not 
trying to accuse you of some impropriety, I am just trying to get to the facts. I don’t 
know if somebody has used your name or whatever, that is why I am asking — that 
the records of the Federal Elections Commission reflect that there were two checks, 
each for $1,000, made payable to Senator Tom Daschle, both of them dated June 
26th, 1995. Do you have any recollection of that? 

Answer. I cannot remember, same thing like I couldn’t remember all those. How 
come they didn’t get the bank records? 

Question. I’m going to get into that in a minute. Maybe your counsel can follow 
up. I don’t have reason to believe that you knew about this. Frankly, I believe some- 
one used your name, but I am just trying to get to the facts. 

Mr. Bennett. And the records also reflect one check from the mother, correct? Off 
the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. The records reviewed by the committee also reflect that your mother 
wrote a $1,000 check. E-Fong Do Trie is listed as having contributed $1,000 to Sen- 
ator Tom Daschle also on June 26th, 1995. 

Do you have any recollection of talking with your mother about making contribu- 
tions to Senator Tom Daschle? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Perhaps I can, in the interest of time — well, let me ask you this: Do you 
recall ever being solicited by anybody to make a contribution to Senator Daschle? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. 

Question. Okay. Maybe in the interest of time, Ms. Foung, I’ll just ask that your 
attorney, at your convenience, check to see if you have any canceled checks or recol- 
lection of having made a contribution to Senator Daschle. And in the event that the 
answer is in the affirmative, your counsel can advise me. Does that sound appro- 
priate? 

Mr. Stevens. Can we go off the record for a second? 

Mr. Bennett. Sure, off the record. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Ms. Foung, I understand that you don’t recall ever making those con- 
tributions, and for the record, I suggest that — I understand that. It is my belief, as 
I ask you these questions, that someone else used your name and that you did not 
in fact make these. I represent that to be my impression based on the review of FEC 
records. 

But the purpose of this deposition is not for me to state my opinion, but to try 
to find out what knowledge you have. And your attorney, Mr. Stevens, has indicated 
that he will see if you have any records or canceled checks that will in any way 
support the records of the Eederal Elections Commission with respect to such dona- 
tions. 

Do you understand that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And I appreciate again, as always, your high level of cooperation with 
the committee on this matter. 

And again, just for purposes of the record, you don’t recall having discussions with 
anyone from the Democratic National Committee concerning any contributions to 
Senator Tom Daschle of South Dakota; do you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who is Jim Outlaw? 
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Answer. My brother-in-law. 

Question. And Dai Lin Outlaw is your sister; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. She is the sister who resides in Virginia? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. She is your only sister? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of your brother-in-law, Jim Outlaw, or your 
sister, Dai Lin Outlaw, giving $2,000, each of them, to Senator Daschle that same 
day, June 26th, 1995? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. So you have no knowledge at all whether or not they know Senator 
Daschle? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You have never had any discussions with your mother or — strike that. 
Have you ever had any discussions with your mother or your sister or your broth- 
er-in-law concerning Senator Tom Daschle? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Who is Denise Outlaw? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. She is not a relation of Jim Outlaw or Dai Lin Outlaw? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do Jim and Dai Lin have any children? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what are the names of the children? 

Answer. Michael and Elaine. 

Question. Do you know an individual named George Chu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. According to our review, he is an individual who purportedly went to 
school with your brother in Taiwan. But you don’t have any knowledge of him? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any familiarity with a company known as Da Tung? 
Answer. How do you spell that? 

Question. D-A and then T-U-N-G. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what knowledge do you have of that company? 

Answer. That’s a very big company that makes rice maker. I use their rice maker, 
cooker. 

Question. That is located where? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Is it here in California, though? 

Answer. I know they have a big factory in Taiwan. I don’t know about here. They 
must have some distributor or something. 

Question. Do you know what contacts your brother has with that company? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know whether your brother has any business with that com- 
pany? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Ernie Greene? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’m going to go down a list of companies in terms of information you 
may or may not have, and I want you to take your time on this. I can assure you, 
Ms. Eoung, the effort is to not trick you here. I am just trying to get facts in terms 
of if you have any knowledge of these companies or individuals? 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. And if, for example, on reflection during this time period before you get 
to review your transcript, if you may recall a connection, please let Mr. Stevens 
know if you can’t recall now and subsequently you do. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. Chy Corporation. Do you have knowledge of the Chy Corporation? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Tony Hsu, H-S-U? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard your brother mention Tony Hsu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know an individual named David Mercer? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Or Ari Swiller? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Martha Shoffner? 

Answer. No. Wait, wait, wait. 

Question. Let me give you some background on this. It may help. 

According to the information we have at the committee, your brother had an as- 
sistant at the Daihatsu Corporation and her name was Martha Shoffner. Does that 
ring a bell with you? 

Answer. It could be. Where does she work? 

Question. She did at one time work at the Daihatsu Corporation, until your broth- 
er went to Washington in August of 1994. 

Answer. I cannot be certain. 

Question. What about a woman named Keshi Zhan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Martha Shoffner still now lives in Arkansas. Again, you don’t have any 
recollection of Martha Shoffner? 

Answer. Did she ever work in Washington? 

Question. No, according to our information she’s still in Arkansas. 

Answer. Then I don’t. 

[Counsels confer.] 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Mr. Wilson advises me she might have. I don’t know. Suffice it to say, 
you don’t have any knowledge of Ms. Shoffner and don’t recall meeting her? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What about an individual named Lorin Fleming who was the head of 
an electronics company in Arkansas and an acquaintance of your brother, according 
to our information. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How well do you know Ms. Fleming? 

Answer. Not very much. I think I met him once. 

Question. That is an individual — I’m sorry, a man named Fleming, Lorin Fleming? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you ever had any discussions with Mr. Fleming concerning your 
brother’s business activities? 

Answer. No. 

Question. There is an individual who had Power of Attorney for several of your 
brother’s bank accounts, and according to our information was your brother’s book- 
keeper at one time, an individual named Maria Mapili. Do you know Maria Mapili? 

Answer. Not by that name. 

Question. Do you know anyone named Maria who worked with your brother? 

Answer. No. 

Question. There was an assistant at the Daihatsu Corporation, your brother’s cor- 
poration, Jody Webb; do you know Jody Webb? 

Answer. No. 

Question. There is a gentleman named Yue, Y-U-E, Fang, F-A-N-G, Chu, C-H-U. 
Do I know that individual? 

Answer. No, huh-uh. 

Question. There is an individual with whom your brother has done business ac- 
cording to the records of the subcommittee, named Ng Lap Seng, also know as Mr. 
Wu, and I think I asked you earlier about Mr. Wu. Do you recall, first of all, ever 
hearing his name? 

Answer. Not as I can remember. I was in Little Rock in 1994, late 1994, I met 
a lot — I went to his office and met some staff. 

Question. You went to whose office? 

Answer. My brother’s office. I met a bunch of people but I have no idea who they 
are and I don’t remember any names. 

Question. I think I asked you about a woman named Keshi Zhan and you have 
no knowledge of her at all? 

Answer. Not that name, no. 

Question. Do you know an individual named Ming Chen? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How about Xiping Wang, X-I-P-I-N-G? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And I apologize to you if I mispronounce these names in any way. 

Answer. No, it’s fine. All the people I know seems like they will be Mike, Dave, 
Bob. When you start spelling those, I don’t know anybody that by that names, yes. 
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Question. You’re indicating to me — and if I’m misstating this correct me if I am 
wrong — you have met associates of your brothers who have been given first names 
such as Mike, Dave and Bob and you don’t necessarily know their last names? 

Answer. No, just introduction, say, “Hi,” that was the end of it; never speak to 
them again, never seen them again. 

Question. Okay. Do you know an individual named Zhengwei Chang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Charles Chiang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. There is an individual who according to our information signed for your 
brother’s — strike that. 

Your brother signed for her apartment in Washington, a woman named Bei-Bei 
Liu? 

Answer. Never heard of her. 

Question. Okay. And how about Zhengkang Shao? Have you ever heard that name 
before? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know any individuals at the Asia-America Trade Center in Hong 
Kong? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You don’t know an individual named Peter Chen? 

Answer. I heard of his name, yes. 

Question. You heard of his name? From whom have you heard about Mr. Chen? 

Answer. He’s a family friend. 

Question. He’s a friend of the family’s? Of your family’s? 

Answer. Not mine, but my brother, sister. I think they know him. 

Question. Would he be from Arkansas? 

Answer. I don’t know where he’s from. 

Question. But do you recall ever meeting him? 

Answer. I think I met him once. 

Question. Do you know an individual here in the San Francisco area named Sy 
Zuan Pan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How about Yogesh Gandhi? 

Answer. No. I would have remembered if I heard that name. 

Question. It is a name you would remember, I guess; is that right? 

Lottie Shackleford, a friend of your brother’s from Arkansas? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever met a man — strike that. 

Have you ever heard your brother mention a name, Mark Middleton? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever met Mr. Middleton? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever been to Washington? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Then you have never attended any political or government events with 
your brother in the city of Washington? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall your brother being appointed to a commission with respect 
to international trade? I think it had the name Bingaman Commission. Do you re- 
call anything in connection with your brother being appointed to a commission by 
President Clinton? 

Answer. I remember he was — there was a possibility to be appointed, but I don’t 
know — I didn’t follow up because it wasn’t important to me. 

Question. Let me, if I can, get into another area now. At some point in time in 
connection with the $12,500 represented by Exhibit MF-1 and the $10,000 rep- 
resented by MF-6, at some point in time you had a series of discussions with rep- 
resentatives of the Democratic National Committee; didn’t you? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And, in fact, Mr. Landon ultimately, as represented by his check, rep- 
resented by MF^, his $12,500 check, Mr. Landon received $12,500 back from the 
Democratic National Committee; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Have you ever received any money back from the Democratic National 
Committee? 

Answer. Not yet. 

Question. And you had discussions with people at the Democratic National Com- 
mittee concerning getting the $22,500 returned to you; did you not? 
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Answer. Yes. 

[Foung Deposition Exhibit No. MF-9 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. I show you what is marked as MF-9, which in fact are some telephone 
records reflecting some of the calls you have had to make to Washington, and ac- 
cording to our review of the numbers, you have, in fact, made calls to Washington 
seeking to have this money be returned to you; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. With whom have you spoken concerning — you have called the Demo- 
cratic National Committee; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And with whom have you spoken at the Democratic National Committee 
concerning the return of $22,500 to you for the two contributions that you made for 
which you were reimbursed by your brother? With whom have you spoken con- 
cerning those contributions? 

Answer. I recall at first it was Mr. Joe Sandler. 

Question. Joseph Sandler? 

Answer. Joseph Sandler, yes. 

Question. And how many times have you spoken with Mr. Sandler? 

Answer. Once or twice. 

Question. And did Mr. Sandler make any representations to you about money 
being returned to you? 

Answer. No. I couldn’t remember. I don’t think so. 

Question. Who else have you spoken with? 

Answer. He referred me to talk to the counsel, John Best. 

Question. Mr. Judah Best, Judd Best? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how many conversations have you had with Mr. Best? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. 

Question. When was the last conversation you had with Mr. Best? 

Answer. The last conversation was right after the investigator left. I called him 
to let him know according to this record, the money was reimbursed me by the cash- 
ier’s check, but I didn’t remember previously. 

Question. And did Mr. Best accuse you of changing your story? 

Answer. Not so much accuse. I guess I didn’t remember any detail, so my detail 
might be different. 

Question. I guess what I’m trying to — the point I’m trying to get to is that the 
Democratic National Committee determined to return $12,500 to Mr. Landon, cor- 
rect? 

Answer. Say that again. 

Question. The Democratic National Committee returned $12,500 to Mr. Landon, 
correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And they haven’t returned any of the money to you? 

Answer. Yes — no, I mean. 

Question. That is correct, they have not returned any money to you; have they? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And you have discussed that with Mr. Best or Mr. Sandler about their 
paying Mr. Landon $12 500, but not paying you $22,500 for your contributions. 

Have you had any discussions with Mr. Sandler or Mr. Best about that matter? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you discussed that you be reimbursed? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. My point is when you asked to be reimbursed, what was the response? 

Answer. At first, he was asking me a question to see 

Question. “He” being Mr. 

Answer. Mr. Best. 

Question [continuing]. Best? Okay. 

Answer. To determine whether it should be refunded or not. And at first, I don’t 
think I gave him the correct information, because I couldn’t remember this $15,000 
and my bank record does not reflect the twelve-five deposit, so I thought — I couldn’t 
give him the exact on that part. And on the $10,000 wire, he say, yes, that should 
be refund. He will have to get back with me. He will talk to the DNC. 

Question. And that conversation was in August? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember when. 

Mr. Stevens. Just tell him if you remember. 
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The Witness. I couldn’t remember. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. As you speak today, have you received any money back from the Demo- 
cratic National Committee? 

Answer. Not yet. 

Question. Has anyone — did you at any time indicate to the Democratic National 
Committee that this money was not yours; in fact, it had been reimbursed to you 
by your brother or by some friends of your brothers? 

Answer. I did mention initially, according to my bank record, the money was 
wired to me. I did mention that to him. I couldn’t remember this one, so I cannot 
tell him exactly what happened. And later on I did call back to confirm that accord- 
ing to the investigator, the record, that is what happened. 

Question. Do you know if Mr. Landon indicated to officials of the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee that the $12,500 was not his money? 

Answer. I — I don’t know — I don’t know. 

Question. I understand. Mr. Landon will be here. We will ask him. 

Answer. Yes, you will have to ask him. 

Question. I wondered if you had any knowledge of what he has said to the Demo- 
cratic National Committee? 

Answer. I think he mentioned that he never spoke to anybody about it. 

Question. Has anyone from Ernst & Young, the accounting firm of Ernst & Young 
ever contacted you? 

Answer. Not as I can remember. 

Question. In connection with the Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you recall how Mr. Landon’s contribution for which he was reim- 
bursed by your brother, or friends of your brother, of $12,500, do you recall how that 
money was returned to him? Was it in the form of a check? 

Answer. I’m sorry? 

Question. Do you recall how the $12,500 returned to Mr. Landon, do you recall 
how it was returned to him? 

Answer. You mean from DNC? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I think it was a check. 

Question. Apart from contacts with the Democratic National Committee, and con- 
tacts with Mr. Little and investigators working with the Majority members of the 
committee, the Republican side of the committee, have you had contacts with those 
working with the Democrats on the committee, with the Minority on the committee 
prior to this morning? 

Answer. Mr. Ballen called me one time, asked to speak to my counsel, my attor- 
ney, and I didn’t have one. 

Question. Apart from that one call from Mr. Ballen, any calls from any other rep- 
resentatives of the Democrats on the committee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I meant to ask you about an individual at the DNC in addition to Mr. 
Sandler and Mr. Best named Steve Grossman. Have you ever spoken with Mr. 
Grossman? 

Answer. No. I spoke to somebody who answered the phone, but it wasn’t him, I 
know. I know that. 

Question. Mr. Grossman is not answering the phone at the Democratic National 
Committee? 

Answer. No, he didn’t answer the question. 

Question. No, I’m just kidding. 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me, Dick, could I have a brief break? 

Mr. Bennett. I was going to say we are literally about to stop. We have been 
going for 2 hours or an hour and 45 minutes. Why don’t we take a brief break for 
10 minutes. 

[Brief Recess.] 


examination by me. BENNETT: 

Question. Ms. Foung, with respect to your contacts with individuals at the Demo- 
cratic National Committee, do you recall speaking with anyone other than Mr. Best, 
Mr. Sandler, or Mr. Grossman, apart from someone who answered the telephone, 
but in terms of having any substantive discussions with anybody other than Best, 
Sandler, or Grossman? 

Mr. Stevens. I’m sorry; did she say she actually spoke to Grossman? 
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The Witness. No, I never did spoke with him. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. I’m sorry. Besides Best and Sandler, you said you did not speak with 
Grossman but you spoke with someone who answered the phone? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. But it was probably not Mr. Grossman? 

Answer. No, it wasn’t. 

Question. Do you recall speaking with anyone else other than Best or Sandler? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You obviously had to make some phone calls. I mean, just in July alone 
there are a series of six phone calls, and I gather from your testimony you’ve had 
to make others. 

Have you been having sort of an engaging dialogue with the Democratic National 
Committee? I mean, looking at Exhibit MF-9, just in July there are a series of six 
phone calls in a period of 13 days. You also called the Democratic National Com- 
mittee sometime in August after being interviewed by investigators; is that correct? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. How many times in August do you think you called to the Democratic 
National Committee? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. No, I never did call Democratic National Com- 
mittee. I always talked to Mr. Best. But prior to talking to Mr. Best, I did call a 
couple of times. 

Question. Mr. Best is the lawyer for the Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. Let me ask you two questions. You called Mr. Best after meeting with 
investigators in August; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how many phone conversations have you had with Mr. Best since 
August? 

Answer. After talking to the investigator? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Only one time. 

Question. Have you talked to him within the last month? 

Answer. No. 

Question. To your knowledge since speaking with investigators, have you only spo- 
ken with Mr. Best one time? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. With respect to other representatives of the Democratic National Com- 
mittee — and for the record, Mr. Best is the lawyer for the Democratic National Com- 
mittee representing that group — how many conversations have you had with any- 
body else at the Democratic National Committee after speaking with investigators? 

Answer. None. 

Question. None? Okay. Since basically speaking with investigators, have you only 
had one conversation with Mr. Best and you have had no conversations with anyone 
else as a representative of the Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. How many phone calls do you think all told, in total, the total number 
of phone calls you have had with either Mr. Best or with any other representatives 
of the Democratic National Committee, total? 

Answer. I don’t know. I couldn’t remember. 

Question. Certainly we have the six reflected on Exhibit 9, plus the other one with 
Mr. Best, so there have been — there have been at least seven phone calls that you 
have had; is that correct? 

Mr. Stevens. I think that would assume that in each of these six phone calls on 
Exhibit MF-9 that she actually spoke with someone. I would note that a few of 
them are 30, 40, 60 cent telephone conversations. And in light of my knowledge of 
long distance rates, that would suggest to me that these were very brief 

The Witness. Leave a message. 

Mr. Stevens. — leave-a-message type calls. 

examination by me. BENNETT: 

Question. Take a look at MF-9, if you would, Ms. Foung. The phone call on July 
3rd lasted for a minute. Another phone call a minute later on July 3rd lasted for 
2 minutes, but you don’t have any recollection of the specifics of that phone call? 

Answer. Probably just left a message. 
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Question. All right. And then the phone call, again looking at MF-9, on July the 
11th lasted for 6 minutes. Again, you don’t recall the substance of that call? 

Answer. No, not at all. 

Question. And then there was a phone call on July 14th lasted 1 minute, then 
another phone call a few minutes later on July 14th lasting for 5 minutes, but you 
don’t recall the specifics of that call? 

Answer. The 5 minutes is probably the person who answered the phone. I have 
maybe had a brief 

Question. How about July 16th, there was a 22-minute telephone call? 

Answer. That’s Mr. Best’s number. 

Question. Okay. And you believe that’s the conversation 

Answer. The initial 

Question [continuing]. The lengthy conversation with Mr. Best at that time? 
Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. And you believe you have had — we don’t have your records for 
August before us, but you recall that you did make one other phone call in August; 
is that right? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. What about the calls that you have received from the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee or from Mr. Best? You have in fact received calls from Mr. Best, 
haven’t you? He’s called you back on occasion; hasn’t he? 

Answer. Yes, Mr. Sandler called me once and gave me Mr. Best’s number. And 
so I was keeping in touch with Mr. Best. 

Question. How many times do you believe Mr. Best has called you? 

Answer. He called me once. 

Question. Has he called you more than once? 

Answer. No, just once. 

Question. Has any representative of the Democratic National Committee, apart 
from Mr. Sandler, ever called you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And that was one time that he called you? 

Answer. Mr. Sandler? He called me once. 

Question. So again to be clear, Mr. Sandler has called you one time? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And Mr. Best has called you one time? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Now, let me get into the matter which obviously relates to why 
you’re here, and that is your brother, Charlie Trie? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. When did your brother first immigrate to this country? 

Answer. I can’t remember. 

Question. Your brother’s 3 years older than you? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. He was born in 1949; you were born in 1952. 

Answer. I was born 1952; I think he was born in ’49. I don’t know his birthday. 
Question. Okay. Do you recall how old you were — did you all come as a family? 
You all came as a family when you came to this country, correct? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You did not? I’m sorry. 

Answer. My sister came — I don’t remember when, long, long, long time ago. 
Question. Is your sister, Dai Lin, older than you? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How much older, if you know, approximately? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. I’m just trying to make sure I understand the arrival of your family. 
I know you said your father is deceased. When did your father die? 

Answer. When I was 13, so about 32 years ago. 

Question. Okay. He died here in this country, in the United States? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did your father — I need to step back if we can in terms of your family 
history with respect to your brother and arrival. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. Did your mother and father both immigrate to this country, or just your 
mother after your father’s death? 

Answer. Just my mother. 

Question. Your father died in China? 

Answer. In Taiwan. 

Question. In Taiwan, I’m sorry. 
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And then your mother immigrated to this country with how many children at the 
time? 

Answer. Three — we have three of us. 

Question. Three. So all three of you came with your mother when she came to 
this country? 

Answer. No. 

Question. If you will explain. I am trying to get the answer from you and I don’t 
know how to do it with the questions I am asking. Perhaps you can tell me. Why 
don’t you explain when did your mother come to this country? 

Answer. 1978 or ’79. 

Question. And you were 

Answer. 1978. 

Question. And she had adult children by that time? 

Answer. We were all adult, yes. 

Question. Okay. Then I’m just trying to clarify, then your mother did not come 
to this country with young children? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Your mother came in 1978 or ’79, after all three of her children had al- 
ready come to this country? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Then let’s step back. Correct me if I am wrong, I believe you indicated 
you first immigrated to this country when you were 25? 

Answer. Twenty-one, ’73, yes. 

Question. In 1973. Your sister Dai Lin was already here? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Was your brother Charlie Trie already here? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Again, trying to go back over what you went over earlier this 
morning. Your brother came approximately 1973? 

Answer. ’74 or ’5 or ’6, I can’t remember. 

Question. And he went directly to Arkansas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So your brother came from China and moved directly to the State of 
Arkansas? 

Answer. From Taiwan. 

Question. From Taiwan to Arkansas? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And your sister was already there? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So when your brother came to this country, in the mid-1970s, he went 
directly to Arkansas and I believe you indicated earlier he began working for or 
with your sister in her restaurant? 

Answer. I believe so. 

Question. Okay. And your brother would have been, in the mid-’70s he would have 
been late twenties, perhaps approaching 30 years of age; is that correct? 

Answer. Something like that, 20-something. 

Question. What is your brother’s educational background? 

Answer. He graduated from high school in Taiwan. He was in some kind of engi- 
neering school, or something. 

Question. Do you know, did your brother ever go to college? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Question. When your brother came to Arkansas in the mid to late ’70s, there was 
a time period from 1977 to 1983 when you lived in Arkansas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So you would see your brother with some frequency, at least during 
those 6 years; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. Yes, I see him. 

Question. I mean, your sister and your brother and you were all living in the 
State of Arkansas? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. From 1977 to 1983? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And were you living in the Little Rock area? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. So you were all living in the same city? 

Answer. Yes, that’s correct. 

Question. Incidentally, before I get — on the matters we discussed earlier this 
morning, the reimbursement to you for the $12,500 check and the $10,000 check. 
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did you ever discuss with your brother the source of the repayment, where he got 
the money to reimburse you or where anyone got the money to reimburse you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Okay. Do you have any knowledge of anybody, other than your brother, 
seeing that you got repaid? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Directing your attention to the period of time, the late 1970s, mid to 
late 1970s, I wasn’t clear this morning whether or not your brother ultimately took 
over the restaurant from your sister or established his own restaurant. Do you 
know? 

Answer. I remember at first he was working for my sister, then they were — 
opened a new restaurant as a partnership together. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. Then after my sister moved to Virginia, I assumed he was on his own. 

Question. And how long was he in the restaurant business? 

Answer. Since he came here until he sold his business. I don’t remember what 
year. 

Question. Up until the time he sold his business and went to Washington, he was 
in the restaurant business, correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And that would have been approximately up until, like, 1994? 

Answer. I don’t know. I don’t remember. 

Question. Do you know — strike that. 

I think you previously indicated to the investigators that on some occasions — and 
correct me if I am wrong — you have indicated that on some evenings, receipts at 
the restaurant on a given evening might be made as political contributions to Gov- 
ernor Clinton for his re-election campaigns in Arkansas at your brother’s res- 
taurant. 

Do you recall making that statement? 

Answer. I remember saying something like that. But — I don’t know 

Question. Can you give me some facts on that? 

Answer. No, I don’t have no facts. I don’t remember. Probably just my brother 
had — or somebody might have mentioned something to me, but 

Question. I understand. I just want to explore what your understanding of that 
was about. 

Do you believe that your brother’s relationship with Governor Clinton was such 
that he was a political supporter of Governor Clinton in Arkansas? 

Answer. I don’t know if political supporter at first. I think they were just friends. 
They played basketball together or something like that. 

Question. And how often would he play basketball with Governor Clinton? 

Answer. I don’t know. See I moved away from Little Rock. 

Question. In 1983? 

Answer. 1983. 

Question. President Clinton was then the Governor of Arkansas? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. And your knowledge in terms of his playing basketball, I think that 
your brother — you have a niece named Darcy Trie; is that correct? 

Answer. Say that name again. 

Question. Do you have a niece named Darcy Trie? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What are the names of the children of your brother? I am sorry; does 
your brother have any children? 

Answer. He has one daughter. 

Question. What is her name? 

Answer. E-Mei. 

Question. E-Mei. I am sorry; I thought her nickname was Darcy Trie. She is actu- 
ally a student at the University of Arkansas? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And do you recall a relationship between your brother and President 
Clinton, then Governor Clinton, that would cause them to play basketball together? 

Answer. I think it was a comment that was made. I don’t know. Just back in my 
mind seems like they played basketball together. 

Question. The simple fact is, then, that your brother, apart from the comment that 
the President made to you last year at the party in Hillsborough 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question [continuing]. In terms of his friendship with your brother, your brother 
clearly considered President Clinton, then Governor Clinton, to be a friend; isn’t 
that correct? 
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Mr. Stevens. Don’t speculate. It sounds like you are asking her to read someone 
else’s mind. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. We will step back. I usually interpret people who play basketball to- 
gether and are political supporters to be friends. And I’m asking you, given what 
the President of the United States said about his friendship with your brother, Ms. 
Foung, clearly there must have been some comments by your brother with respect 
to how he felt about Governor Clinton, if he played basketball with him. That’s my 
question to you. 

Answer. Okay. Could I give you a little background? 

Question. I would like it. That would be fine. 

Answer. I have been away from Arkansas since 1983. And since 1983 until now, 
I spoke to my brother maybe three times, four times a year. Mostly he will call me 
and say, how you doing? And half of the time it is answering machine, because I 
am working. So we have very little discussion on a lot of things, not to mention the 
President of the United States. 

So I really — I was under the impression that my brother and Mr. Clinton, they 
know each other. And he’s very loyal to the President, and a supporter. But I really 
cannot tell you anything more. 

Question. What does the phrase “lao ke” mean? 

Answer. I don’t understand what that is. 

Question. Again, if you don’t, I will be up the creek because I don’t. L-A-0, and 
then ke, K-E. It is my understanding that it is a term of endearment in the Chinese 
language, but obviously you would know that better than I. 

Mr. Stevens. “Lao ke,” does that mean anything to you at all? 

The Witness. No, no. 


examination by me. BENNETT: 

Question. Do you know exactly how Charlie Trie ever met Governor Clinton? 

Answer. No, I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know the facts surrounding your brother’s appointment to any 
boards? Apart from Federal boards in Washington, any State boards, for example 
the Fire Extinguisher Board? Do you have any knowledge of any of that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know exactly why he sold his restaurant business? 

Answer. Not really, but I was under the impression same reason — he got tired of, 
I guess. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know anjdhing about the businesses that he went into after or 
he tried to establish after he sold his restaurant? 

Answer. I remember he was trying to manufacture some kind of a tool that some- 
body had a patent on it. 

Question. Do you know any of the specifics of whether he procured the patent or 
whether he manufactured the tool or not? 

Answer. I believe they got the patent. 

Question. Who’s “they”? 

Answer. My brother and somebody else. Whoever invented the tool. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. And they were talking about going to China to have — hopefully to have 
it manufactured there. 

Question. But you don’t have any knowledge of that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of Daihatsu International Trading Com- 
pany? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what knowledge do you have of that company? 

Answer. Just the letterhead, the envelope. 

Question. Did you ever see the offices of Daihatsu International Trading Com- 
pany? 

Answer. I seen the office. I don’t know that that’s what it is. Remember, I told 
you back in Christmas ’94, I was in Little Rock visiting my mother. I visited his 
office. 

Question. Your brother’s office? 

Answer. My brother’s office. 

Question. And there was an office. Did you see the sign “Daihatsu International 
Trading Company” on the door? 

Answer. I didn’t. I didn’t see. 
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Question. I understand. And do you know whether that business was successful 
or not? 

Answer. It looks very successful to me. It is a very impressive envelope and letter- 
head. 

Question. Apart from seeing the envelope and letterhead, did you see any offices? 

Answer. The office 

Question. Did you go — you said you went to your brother’s office? 

Answer. Yeah, the business office. 

Question. Did you see, were there many employees there? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. I met at least 10 people, maybe. Big office. 

Question. And to your knowledge, this was the Daihatsu International Trading 
Company? 

Answer. I was under the impression. 

Question. Okay. I don’t want you to speculate. I’m just trying to ask you. Do you 
know anything about San Kin Yip International? Does that name ring a bell to you? 

Answer. Not really. 

Question. How about America-Asia Trade Center, Incorporated? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Sanyou Science & Technology? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Premier Advertising? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if your brother has any family sources of income? Does 
your mother have a great deal of money that she gives you and your brother and 
your sister? 

Answer. No, I know my mother received some kind of something from the Chinese 
government for my father’s death, some kind of death benefit. 

Question. And how long ago was that? Does she still receive such benefits? 

Answer. I’m not so sure. Maybe. I don’t know. 

Question. I guess my question to you is in terms of 

Answer. I think it was a yearly distribution or something, I don’t know. 

Question. I understand. But apart from that, is your mother an independently 
wealthy woman? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And to your knowledge there is no family source of money that comes 
to your brother or to your sister or to you? 

Answer. Not to me. 

Question. And do you have any knowledge of your brother receiving money from 
your mother in terms of some family source of money? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. You don’t have any knowledge of that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you discussed with your brother at any time his involvement in 
the election and re-election campaigns of President Clinton in 1992 and 1996? 

Answer. Not at all. 

Question. And I gather that that would also apply with respect to Mrs. Clinton 
or any other members of the Clinton family? You have not discussed your brother’s 
involvement with any of them at any time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge as to why your brother moved to Wash- 
ington in the summer of 1994? 

Answer. I didn’t know he moved to Washington. As far as I know, he lived in Ar- 
kansas — I mean, his residence is in Arkansas. 

Question. Until when? 

Answer. Still now; isn’t it? 

Question. As a matter of fact, I was going to ask you that. 

Answer. His house is in Arkansas, hut he’s out of the country the majority of the 
time. 

Question. When was the last time your brother was in the country? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. When’s the last time you spoke with your brother? 

Mr. Stevens. In person or on the telephone? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. On the telephone. 
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Answer. On the telephone? I think it was after I spoke to the investigator. He 
called me one night. 

Question. Okay. Do you know how your brother would have known that you spoke 
with an investigator? 

Answer. Because I told my mother. I asked my mother if my brother calls, please 
give me a call. 

Question. Let me ask you again. You spoke with investigators in the latter part 
of August last month; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And then you called your mother? 

Answer. Yes, I didn’t call her — I called her after I find out I have to go to Wash- 
ington for a hearing. 

Question. And you spoke with your mother. And what conversation did you have 
with your mother concerning your brother? 

Answer. Basically how ridiculous the whole thing was — is — or was — is. 

Question. And you spoke with your mother about that? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. And did you ask your mother to get in contact with your brother? 

Answer. I asked my mother if my brother calls her, have him give me a call. Be- 
cause I’m really 

Question. I understand. 

Answer [continuing]. Trying to find out what is going on. 

Question. Do you know if your mother has the telephone number for your brother 
where she can reach him if she desires? 

Answer. No. 

Question. You don’t know the answer to that? 

Answer. I don’t know the answer, but I don’t think so. 

Question. She has to wait for your brother to call her? 

Answer. My mother rarely call us. We call her, any one of us. 

Question. Do you know if your mother has the ability to contact your brother in 
the event of a family emergency? 

Answer. I never asked that. But my brother calls my mother sometimes. 

Question. I am going to get into that in a minute. My question is, is there any 
member of your family that has the ability to contact your brother in the event of 
any kind of an emergency? 

Answer. I don’t know. I only know I don’t. 

Question. Do you know if your sister has the ability to contact your brother? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Getting back to the matter of after you were notified that you may have 
to attend a hearing, in fact that was the earlier part of this month, wasn’t it in Sep- 
tember? 

Answer. Something like that. Has to be. 

Question. So in this month when an initial appearance had been scheduled for you 
before a hearing before the committee, you contacted your mother? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you asked that the next time your brother called, that he call you? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how soon after that conversation did your brother call you? 

Answer. A few days. 

Question. A few days later? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Where was he calling from? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know whether or not he was overseas? Do you have any idea? 

Answer. I believe he was — he didn’t tell me. Did I ask him? I couldn’t remember. 
I might have asked him, “Where are you?” 

Question. And what did he say? 

Answer. I don’t remember he said anything or not. Maybe he say Taiwan, maybe 
Singapore. I don’t know. 

Question. But you believe you asked him where he was and you believe 

Answer. I couldn’t remember because our normal conversation whenever he calls 
me I always say, hey, where are you, where are you now? He will tell me San Fran- 
cisco or Washington or Taiwan or China, Hong Kong, or wherever he was. But there 
is so many. 

Question. Certainly in this conversation in this month of September, he didn’t in- 
dicate he was in San Francisco or Washington; did he? 

Answer. Oh, no, no. I believe he was overseas. 

Question. And did you ask him when he was coming back to this country? 
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Answer. No, I didn’t ask that. In fact, the conversation was very brief. He indi- 
cated he shouldn’t be talking to me, because I am a potential witness. So he doesn’t 
want to say anything to influence me. 

The only thing — the only reason he say he called is he recommend I speak to an 
attorney. That’s basically the reason he called. 

Question. Did he indicate to you whether he had been speaking with anyone else, 
other than your mother, concerning your situation? 

Answer. Concerning my situation? 

Question. I guess, specifically, your brother called you? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. After you called your mother? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. Did your brother indicate to you that he had spoken with anybody 
else — strike that. 

Did your brother indicate to you that he had even spoken with your mother? 

Answer. I — we didn’t discuss that, I would assume so, otherwise 

Question. But you don’t know? 

Answer. No, I don’t know. 

Question. When he called, did he indicate that he was aware of the fact that you 
were about to be called before a hearing? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And did he indicate whether or not he had spoken with anybody about 
your being called for a hearing? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. Maybe — maybe he mentioned his attorney or some- 
thing. 

Question. Do you believe he spoke with his attorney concerning your coming be- 
fore the hearing? 

Answer. I don’t know. He asked me to call — call attorney. 

Question. Let me ask you this, Ms. Foung. I want to get back to this conversation, 
but have there been any other conversations with your brother, apart from this con- 
versation, this month? 

Answer. Oh, no. The last time I spoke to him I think was earlier in the year, Feb- 
ruary or March. 

Question. Well, obviously you spoke with him in August because you had the 
transaction with the $10,000 check. 

Mr. Ballen. ’97? 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. I’m sorry; excuse me, that was ’96. So, you believe that prior to this 
phone call with your brother in September of this year, that the last time you would 
have spoken with him would have been February or March of 1997? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. And except for this one particular phone call, you have not spoken with 
him any other time? 

Answer. No, no. 

Question. Now, in terms of his knowledge of your having been called before a 
hearing, did he specifically say with whom he had spoken concerning your having 
been called? 

Answer. I think he did mention he had his attorney — he had spoken to his attor- 
ney. 

Question. And do you know whether he called his attorney or his attorney called 
him? 

Answer. That I don’t know. 

Question. Did he indicate that he’d spoken with anyone else concerning your hav- 
ing been called? 

Answer. No, no. 

Question. And what exactly did he say to you in connection with your coming be- 
fore the committee before a hearing? 

Answer. Like I said earlier, he said he cannot discuss anything me because I’m 
a potential witness, and I need to speak to attorney. 

Question. Did he recommend any particular attorney for you to see initially? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did he indicate that he had spoken with anyone else about your seeing 
an attorney? 

Answer. No, the conversation was very brief. 

Question. Did he ask you if you had been asked any questions? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. And he did not discuss the content of the statements you made to inves- 
tigators? 

Answer. Not at all. 

Question. And you don’t have any knowledge of any other individuals speaking 
with your brother? 

Answer. Say that again. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of any other individuals speaking with your 
brother over the past 6 weeks? 

Answer. My other family members? 

Question. Any other people, family member or 

Answer. Oh, no, I wouldn’t know at all. My mother would be the only person that 
I would know that speak to my brother periodically. 

Question. And apart from your mother having spoken with him, you don’t have 
any knowledge of anyone else having spoken with him? 

Answer. No, not at all. 

Question. Do you know what your brother’s source of income is now? 

Answer. I don’t. 

Question. Is his wife still living in this country? 

Answer. No. 

Question. His wife has also left? 

Answer. She’s — she’s always staying overseas the past few years. 

Question. Where does she reside? 

Answer. She — she go to Taiwan sometimes. She’s in China sometimes. I don’t 
know, I never keep track of that. 

Question. And what is her name. I’m sorry? 

Answer. Wa Mei. 

Question. And there is only one child of that marriage and that is Denise who 
goes to the University of Arkansas? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. That is the only child? 

Answer. That I know of. 

Question. That you know of. I understand. I understand. I’m not going to get into 
that. Believe me. I’m not going to begin to get into that. 

To your knowledge that is the only child he has? 

Answer. That’s correct. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of his financial situation? 

Answer. No, not at all. 

Question. Would you know where your brother would have — I guess you’ve read 
all the reports about your brother and the large contributions that he made or 
sought to make? 

Answer. To be honest with you, I never did. 

Question. You say you have never read all the press reports about that? 

Answer. No, I never did. 

Question. Do you have any knowledge of where your brother would have access 
to hundreds of thousands of dollars? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know, has he ever mentioned the various political groups that 
he’s been involved with or efforts in terms of Vote Now ’96, or Defeat Proposition 
209 here in California? 

Answer. Not at all. We never discussed. 

Question. Never discussed political matters with him? 

Answer. Never discussed political matters. I asked him, do you think Mr. Clin- 
ton’s going to win? He feel confident he will. That is the extent of our discussion 
as far as political. 

Question. Have you ever discussed his foreign trips with him in terms of his fre- 
quency of foreign trips? 

Answer. Like I said earlier, we spoke to each other three, four times a year. And 
we really don’t discuss much. I’m not that curious. I’m more concerned about my 
personal business. 

Question. Sure, I understand. Since 1993, you have spoken two, three or four 
times a year? 

Answer. Maybe more or less. 

Question. Has he spoken to you in terms of any of his person or business prob- 
lems? 

Answer. No. 

Question. He hasn’t discussed any financial matters with you or his financial mat- 
ters or problems? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Have you ever had any knowledge of his being in financial trouble? 

Answer. No, but earlier in the year he told me that he would have to obtain an 
attorney and it is very expensive. As far as I know. 

Question. Have you ever loaned him any money? 

Answer. I might have in the past, but I couldn’t remember. 

Question. In the last 2 years 

Answer. Oh, no. 

Question [continuing]. Have you loaned him any money? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are you aware of any times he has had to borrow money from any of 
his friends? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And you indicated you don’t know who Mark Middleton is? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Would you know why Mr. Middleton might be giving your brother 

$6,000? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. And you have never discussed that with your brother? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And you have never discuss Mr. Mark Middleton with your brother? 

Answer. No, I never know that person. 

Question. Has your brother ever discussed with you the group Suma Ching Hai? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How about in September of 1995? According to our records, your brother 
attended a conference, actually with Mrs. Clinton. Do you remember discussing that 
with him in any way? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And you have not discussed any of his business trips to China or Hong 
Kong with him? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did he ever discuss with you his appointment to a Presidential commis- 
sion in terms of people who assisted him in that regard? 

Answer. I think he mentioned something about they have a very thorough back- 
ground check, so they might check me as a sister. 

Question. And did he speak to you about that? 

Answer. Maybe, yes, I think so. 

Question. And what kind of conversation — basically, what was the content of that 
discussion? 

Answer. I couldn’t remember. It was something that I’m not interested in. 

Question. Okay. Did you ever discuss with him his effort to assist the Presidential 
Legal Expense Trust in terms of President Clinton’s legal expenses and a trust cre- 
ated for that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever discussed the late Secretary of State, a gentleman who 
died, a gentleman named Ron Brown? 

Answer. No. I saw on the TV. 

Question. That he died in the plane crash? 

Answer. That he died, yeah. That’s all I know. 

Question. You never discussed Ron Brown with your brother? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know of any contact which your brother has had with President 
Clinton over the last year? 

Answer. My brother’s what? 

Question. Do you know of any contact which your brother has had with President 
Clinton in the last year? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know if he has had any contact with President Clinton? 

Answer. I don’t know. I have no interest in that. So I wouldn’t — the time he speak 
to me, the time is so precious, I wouldn’t be asking something that I’m not inter- 
ested. 

Question. I understand. Hold on just one second. 

Just a few things. One, you don’t have any knowledge of your brother’s financial 
affairs in terms of whether or not the restaurant was successful or not? 

Answer. I believe the restaurant was successful. 

Question. But you don’t know 

Answer. While the time I was there. 

Question. When you were there, from ’77 to ’83? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. You don’t know any financial facts in terms of his sale of the res- 
taurant? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And with respect to your niece, the daughter of Dai Lin Outlaw, Elaine 
Outlaw, do you know how old she is now? 

Answer. 20-something. 

Question. Do you know where she works? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know whether or not she’s ever worked for the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee? 

Answer. Not as I know of. 

Question. Where does she presently live? 

Answer. Elaine? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. I thought it was Virginia. 

Question. Do you know where in Virginia? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And with respect to your attendance at any political or business events 
with your brother, I gather from your answers you have not attended any political 
events with your brother? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Ever? 

Answer. Never, except the one in Hillsborough. 

Question. And he was not there, but you were there? 

Answer. No, he wasn’t. No, never together. 

Question. Have you ever gone — has your brother ever shown you photographs of 
him with the members of the Clinton family? 

Answer. No. He showed me the picture of him and Mr. Clinton and himself. 

Question. Okay. And when was that? First of all, when did he show you the photo- 
graph? 

Answer. Years and years ago. 

Question. And this would have been when President Clinton was Governor Clin- 
ton or would have been when he was President Clinton? 

Answer. President. It would be between ’90 — I think it was in California; yeah, 
I was in California. So it would be after ’90. 

Mr. Bennett. Hold on one second. Ms. Foung, I have no further questions. As I 
mentioned to you when we started, Mr. Ballen may have some questions. Maybe I 
will wind up. 

Ken, do you have any questions? 

Mr. Ballen. I do, if we could just take a moment before we begin. Maybe a 5- 
minute break. Thanks very much. 

[Brief Recess.] 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. First of all, I want to very much thank you for coming here this morn- 
ing. I realize this is an imposition on your time. And on behalf of the Democratic 
Members of the committee, I would like to thank you. 

I think your answers this morning have been very candid, very honest, very forth- 
coming. Sometimes what is not reflected in the bare record of a deposition is the 
effort a witness makes and the facial expressions a witness may make to try to 
search for the truth. And I think we would all agree, both my counterparts on the 
Republican side and your own attorney, that throughout this deposition you have 
searched your memory very carefully and tried to come forward with truthful and 
complete answers, and I think we all appreciate that. 

Answer. Thank you. 

Question. And, frankly, I’d like to say that based upon what you have said, we 
are not sure why at this point you are being called or your life is being put under 
the kind of microscope that it is. 

Mr. Bennett. Objection. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. Well, Mr. Bennett is entitled to his objection, but, we are not sure. We 
don’t see, based upon the record, the necessity for that. 

But maybe can I go to a bottom line here, if you will. As I read to you earlier 
in this deposition, Mr. Bennett’s boss. Chairman Burton from Indiana, has said that 
there may be a conspiracy of the Chinese government at work here and that your 
brother is part of it. 
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I want to emphasize that there is no particular evidence of that fact, and the 
Democratic Members have seen no evidence to support it, but I want to ask you 
about your knowledge of that. 

Do you have any reason whatsoever to believe that your brother is an agent or 
a spy of the Government of China? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I notice you’re smiling. 

Answer. I think it was ridiculous. 

Question. And why do you think it is ridiculous? 

Answer. Just knowing my brother for being a brother-sister for 40-some years, 
that’s not him. 

Question. And you see no evidence to indicate that? 

Answer. Oh, no, absolutely. 

Question. How about of the Government of Taiwan? Is there any evidence whatso- 
ever to show that your brother may be an agent or spy of the Government of Tai- 
wan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Government of Indonesia? 

Answer. I don’t believe so. 

Question. Do you have any reason whatsoever to believe that the money that your 
brother reimbursed you for on the contributions came from the Government of 
China or the Government of Taiwan? 

Answer. No. China and Taiwan both are friendly with the United States. Why 
would they wanted to have a spy or anything like that? It’s something beyond my 
understanding. 

Question. Okay. As far as you know, I believe you testified the money that your 
brother gave you, you thought came from him? 

Answer. I believe so. 

Question. And you still believe that now? 

Answer. Yeah. 

Question. Because he was doing — he has his own businesses, correct? 

Answer. Yeah, I don’t know anything otherwise. 

Question. I’m sorry? 

Answer. I don’t know otherwise, of why it would be from anywhere else. 

Question. All right. So you knew he had a business, and you knew he asked you 
to make some contributions and he reimbursed you for the contributions? 

Answer. Yes. And I viewed it no different than if he’s late for his PG&E bill and 
asked me to pay the money and he reimbursed me. To me it was the same thing 
and I didn’t think anything of it. 

Question. And you didn’t 

Answer. I didn’t explore any further. It was just something that was not that im- 
portant to me. 

Question. And that’s all you know? 

Answer. That’s all I know, uh-huh. 

Mr. Stevens. Just in case, Counsel, don’t appreciate the reference to PG&E, 
that’s a utility company. The reference was to making a utility bill payment on a 
timely manner. 

The Witness. Or house payment. If he saw some way he couldn’t make that check 
in time, he asked me to advance the check. To me it was no difference to me at 
the time. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. Because this was something he was interested in doing, make these con- 
tributions? 

Answer. Yeah. I wasn’t. 

Question. And so he asked you to do it? 

Answer. Yeah. 

Question. And that’s basically all you know about this whole affair? 

Answer. Right. 

Question. And because you know that, your life has been put into turmoil; hasn’t 
it? 

Answer. It has been very, very difficult. Stressful, and a lot of worries. I lost a 
lot of money, financial loss and everything. It wasn’t pleasant. 

Question. This has been quite an ordeal for you; hasn’t it? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you talk about worry and stress. Could you tell us about that a 
little bit, about what this has done to you? 
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Answer. My job is on the line. It’s very — because a word has been mentioned 
about I being used by my brother, which I don’t believe is true. If he knew it would 
cost me — if something was wrong or something, he would not ever ask me to do it. 
He would not use me. He always do things for me in the past. 

And I’m worried about my job because of the negative publicity, and I’m worried 
about — prior to getting the immunity, I didn’t know I was in violation of anything. 
And it turned out to be I could have faced jail time. I could have faced a big penalty 
that I couldn’t afford. Who’s going to take care of my son, you know? All those 
things just back and forth in my mind. 

Question. You are a single mother? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And when you have to come and give the deposition or meet with your 
lawyer or go to Washington, that’s time away from your job? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And does that put your job in jeopardy in any way? 

Answer. More than in jeopardy. 

Question. How so? 

Answer. First of all, I am not getting paid for the time I’m away from my job, 
because it’s not like a sick or something that is covered. 

Then I have to arrange all kinds of child care for my son. And at my job, I am 
the person responsible for that unit. If I’m not there, they have to hire overtime peo- 
ple, somebody has to be there, and it was my responsibility to take care of it. So 
I tried to always be dependable being there. 

Question. So in other words, these repeated inquiries from the committees, this 
is a real problem for you on your job? 

Answer. It hasn’t been because in the past the investigator has been very accom- 
modating toward my schedule, although I still have — facing the graveyard, I still 
have to be up all night working and come back on days, and I couldn’t rest. I have 
to worry about it. It was very stressful. It is what is in the future? What impact 
is going to be on my life, my job and ever 3 dhing? 

Question. Let me ask you this, I mean, if you had to go back to Washington 

Answer. That’s what I mean. That’s my biggest concern. 

Question. What would that do for your job? 

Answer. First of all, my son is year-round school. October is their offtrack, so he 
has no school daytime then — so he’ll be out of care for 24 hours. I have to arrange 
24-hour care for him, which will be very difficult. 

I’ll be away from my job. Not only I don’t get paid for, also I have been having 
a perfect attendance award for the past years I have been with [Employer’s name] 
and I will have to lose that and I’m not willing to, because this job means a lot to 
me. 

Not only my whole family depends on this job, also I like the job very well. I like 
the people I work with. I like the people I work for. And that’s, I guess, the most 
important thing to me. 

Question. So it’s your hope that you don’t have to come back? 

Answer. I hope, since I don’t think I can offer information that they are looking 
for, I really think it is a waste of everybody’s time for me to be there. 

Question. And more than a waste of time, you’re talking about your son and your 
job and 

Answer. My life, yes. 

Question [continuing]. Your life. The disruption that might occur as a result of 
that? 

Answer. And the negative publicity that probably can hurt me for a long time. 

Question. I see this has made you quite upset? 

Answer. Very upset, because I love my brother very much. And seems like I am 
kind of being made to hurt him or to against him. And for Chinese tradition, that 
is something you shouldn’t be doing. 

But I’m here to tell the truth, and I told the truth. Whatever I know, has very 
little impact on the overall case. I just don’t know why I’m being treated like some- 
body so important or something like that. I mean, I like the attention, but not this 
type. 

Mr. Stevens. But you could live without it? 

The Witness. Uh-huh. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. In fact, you would rather live without it? 
Answer. I rather this not happening. 
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Mr. Ballen. Maybe we can clarify right now what the plans are for Ms. Foung. 
Do you know the plans whether to bring her back to Washington or not? 

Mr. Bennett. I have no intentions of telling you that, Mr. Ballen. I would like 
to know, first of all, when you say “We’re not sure why you are being called,” just 
for the record, are you as a counsel for this committee sajdng that you are not sure? 
Is that what you think Congressman Weixman — or was that you as a lawyer for the 
committee? 

Mr. Ballen. Well, that’s me as a lawyer. And if I talked to Congressman Weix- 
man 

Mr. Bennett. I have no doubt about Congressman Waxman’s position. I am won- 
dering if you as a lawyer are representing as a lawyer for the committee, that you 
are representing that you as a lawyer are not sure why this witness is being called. 

Mr. Ballen. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. In response to that, we have two clear indications of the laundering 
of money through this witness by Charlie Trie. We also — her brother. We also have 
indications that this witness’s name was used illegally to make a contribution to a 
United States Senator. 

I’ll wait until Mr. Barnett finishes, so I can address you. I want to make sure 
you hear me. 

It doesn’t really strain my background to understand why it would be relevant 
for a witness to testify as to two clear violations of law committed by her brother 
who, incidentally, Ms. Foung, so you know, it was on national television with Tom 
Brokaw. Did you see your brother on national television? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Your brother was seen on national television sa3dng, I quote, 
“They’ll never find me.” And he was interviewed on national television by Tom 
Brokaw of NBC News and it was a topic of a great deal discussion in terms of your 
brother’s boast that he will never come back from China and that “They’ll never find 
me.” 

To put on record to this witness as lawyers, apart from the politics, as lawyers 
that you are not clear why the witness is being called, I must tell you, Ms. Foung, 
that the reason you are being called is because you were used — you did nothing 
wrong as far as we’re concerned, but you are used by your brother with respect to 
two particular transactions. 

And before the committee, you will see that the $25,000 that came for the Feb- 
ruary payments, in fact, was placed in an account by an individual named Antonio 
Pan and within minutes of a $25,200 deposit, within minutes, $25,000 was taken 
out of that account and sent to you. 

So we’re not going to sit and debate the entire case with you other than to tell 
you that we believe as lawyers for the Majority that those indications of a violation 
of law are a piece of the puzzle. No one is casting aspersions on you, but it is my 
judgment as a lawyer, and Mr. Wilson’s judgment as a lawyer, totally apart from 
the politics of the situation, that the testimony is relevant. 

And we don’t expect you to have any knowledge of any allegations about what 
your brother did or did not do in China. I don’t know that you would have knowl- 
edge of that. But you may not have seen your brother on national television, but 
he was interviewed by Tom Brokaw, as I say, of NBC News, interviewed at length, 
and was the topic of a great deal of national discussion about his interview and the 
fact that the government would never find him. And it’s because of that, and be- 
cause of your involvement in these two transactions with your brother, as well as 
the other matters that have come to our attention, that we believe that you have 
relevant testimony to offer to the committee, because it is our job to present facts. 

So, my role here is not to get into a political debate over the merits of Republicans 
versus Democrats. We are here as lawyers trying to present evidence. And I apolo- 
gize to you that to the extent that you have been inconvenienced, unfortunately 
many times when facts have to be brought to light, unwilling or unwitting partici- 
pants are dragged into the process, and that is unfortunate. 

We are doing everything we can to minimize your inconvenience. We have two 
lawyers and an investigator for the Republican side of the committee and three law- 
yers for the Democratic side of the committee out of the committee’s budget, all of 
whom have flown here to California to interview you because we wanted to make 
it convenient for you. 

I will tell you that we were asked to have you come to Washington earlier and 
do it in Washington. We’ve come out here. We are trying to make things as conven- 
ient to you as possible and I apologize for any inconvenience. 

So in response to Mr. Ballen’s question about when we are going to tell him when 
you will be called, given the pattern of conduct on the part of some of the people 
with whom Mr. Ballen works, we will let you know as quickly as possible in terms 
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of when you will be called before a hearing. But you will need to come before the 
committee. No one at the committee level, either Republican or Democrats, I don’t 
believe is going to be yelling at you or casting aspersions on you. 

It is my professional judgment as a lawyer, totally apart from the politics of the 
matter, that I believe you have relevant testimony to offer. I can assure you that 
that judgment is made by me as a lawyer. It would be made by me as a lawyer 
whether I was an Independent, a Republican, a Socialist or a Democrat. And be- 
cause of that, that is why you are being called. Do you understand that? I am trying 
to be as honest with you as I can be. My judgment as a lawyer is that you have 
relevant testimony as to offer and you will be called a witness and we regret the 
inconvenience. 

Are you finished with your questions, Mr. Ballen? I wanted to respond to your 
inquiry to me directly. 

Mr. Ballen. You haven’t responded and I would like to know, sir, what is your 
basis, when the Democratic Members vote, and the committee voting unanimously 
to grant this witness immunity, what is your basis for not informing us and inform- 
ing this witness when she is going to be called? 

Mr. Bennett. I will certainly, as soon as that decision 

Mr. Ballen. Are you sa3dng that you don’t know? 

Mr. Bennett. I don’t know yet. My point is that once I know the decision by the 
Chairman, and the Chairman advises me what his decision is about when she 
should be called, I will let you know within 2 minutes, either this afternoon or to- 
morrow. And I will let Mr. Stevens know immediately. I can’t represent to you the 
exact day. I have reason to believe it will be next week, but until that decision is 
made by the Chairman, I can’t let you know that. So I can’t respond to you on that. 

Mr. Barnett. We were advised last week that we would begin the hearings on 
the 7th, and then the 8th and the 9th would be days when Ms. Foung would testify. 
Has there been a change in the plans? 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, not having introduced himself for the record, that 
is Mr. Phil Barnett, Minority counsel who has just spoken. That is not a change 
in plans now. I believe that is the case, but I need to confirm that. We can probably 
confirm that before we leave Mr. Stevens’ office here today. But I am not prepared 
to respond directly this minute in terms of the actual day. I have reason to believe 
that is correct, but I want to confirm that with the Chairman. 

Mr. Stevens. May I suggest that we finish with the questioning of Ms. Foung so 
she can get back to work? She was planning to get back to work. Her place of em- 
ployment is waiting for her. And then we can continue this illuminating discus- 
sion — 

Mr. Ballen. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Bennett. I am just responding to a direct 

Mr. Stevens. I appreciate that. I know you need to state your intentions. 

Mr. Bennett. I’ve not had a lawyer direct an inquiry to me like that on the 
record, so I want to make sure that the record is clear back in terms of that direct 
question of me. 

Mr. Stevens. I think it is wonderful that I don’t have to go watch C-SPAN to 
hear these kinds of arguments. 

Mr. Bennett. Hopefully you will see lawyers conduct themselves as lawyers, and 
not on political side. 

Mr. Stevens. I appreciate that. 

examination by me. BENNETT: 

Question. And a quick question to you, Ms. Foung. I’m frankly surprised, you’re 
not aware then of your brother’s interview with NBC News? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you see the broadcast with Tom Brokaw? 

Answer. No, I wish 

Question. I assumed you had seen that. Perhaps someone could get a tape of that 
for you and you could see it and see the manner in which he presented himself to 
the American public in terms of his response. 

Do you know when your brother might be coming back from China, Ms. Foung? 

Mr. Ballen. Objection. You’re assuming she knows where he is. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. You can answer the question. 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Has your brother indicated to you, in light of his comment to Tom 
Brokaw of NBC News that, quote, “They’ll never find me,” end of quote, and his 
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intention to stay in China, do you know whether — has he ever made that represen- 
tation to you or your mother that he does not intend to come back to this country? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Bennett. I have no further questions. 

Do you have any further questions, Mr. Ballen? 

Mr. Ballen. No, I do not. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Ms. Foung, you have a right, obviously, to review this transcript. We 
will see that we get a transcript to you as quickly as possible, and as I advised you 
at the start, you will have an opportunity to review the transcript with Mr. Stevens, 
and if there are any errors in transcription or what have you, we will make sure 
that you are given an opportunity to do that. And I thank you very much for your 
patience here today. 

Mr. Ballen. Did you have something you wanted to say? 

Mr. Stevens. Off the record for a second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Bennett. I don’t want counsel to think I knew all the detail. We should note 
on the record that any reference to Ms. Foung’s employer should be deleted and just 
reference to “her employer.” It need not name her specific employer and all such 
references shall be stricken, and I assume the court reporter will see that that is 
done. 

Mr. Stevens. Thank you very much. I appreciate that. 

[Whereupon, at 12:20 p.m., the deposition was concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF: JOSEPH RAYMOND LANDON, JR. 

Monday, September 29, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in the offices of Charles J. Stevens, 
Esq., 400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1450, Sacramento, California, commencing at 1:20 p.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: James C. 
Wilson, senior investigative counsel; Richard D. Bennett, special counsel; Charles F. 
Little, investigator; Kenneth Ballen, minority chief investigative counsel; Phil 
Barnett, minority chief counsel; and Christopher Lu, minority counsel. 

For JOSEPH RAYMOND LANDON, JR-: 

CHARLES J. STEVENS, ESQ. 

Stevens & O’Connell 

400 Capitol Mall, Suite 1450 

Sacramento, California 95814 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Landon, good morning. On behalf of the members of the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight, I thank you very much for coming 
here today. 

This proceeding is known as a deposition. The person transcribing the proceeding 
is a House reporter and notary public, and I’ll now request that he place you under 
oath. 

THEREUPON, JOSEPH RAYMOND LANDON, JR., a witness, was called for exam- 
ination, and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as fol- 
lows: 

Mr. Wilson. I’d like to note for the record those who are present at the beginning 
of this deposition. My name is James Wilson. I’m the designated Majority counsel. 
Appearing with me today are Mr. Richard Bennett and Mr. Chuck Little. 

Mr. Landon is represented by Mr. Charles Stevens, and appearing on behalf of 
the Minority are Ken Ballen and Christopher Lu. 

Although this proceeding is being held in a somewhat informal atmosphere, be- 
cause you have been placed under oath, your testimony here today has the same 
force and effect as if you were testifying before the committee or in a courtroom. 

If I ask you about conversations you have had in the past, and you are unable 
to recall the exact words, you may state that you are unable to recall the exact 
words, but then please give me the gist or substance of that conversation to the best 
of your recollection. If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, 
please give me your best recollection of either the conversation or the event. 

If I ask you whether you have any information about a particular subject, and 
you have overheard conversations about that subject or have seen correspondence 
or documents about that subject, please tell me tbat you do have such information 
and tell me the source from which you derived such information. 

Before I begin questioning, I want to give you some background on the investiga- 
tion and your appearance here. 

Pursuant to its authority under House Rules X and XI of the House of Represent- 
atives, the committee is engaged in a wide-ranging review of possible political fund- 
raising improprieties and possible violations of law. Pages 2 through 4 of House Re- 
port 105-139 summarize the investigation as of June 19, 1997, and describe new 
matters which have arisen in the course of this investigation. Also, pages 4 through 
11 of the report explain the background of the investigation. All questions related 
either directly or indirectly to these issues, or questions which have the tendency 
to make the existence of any pertinent fact more or less probable are proper. 

The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct this deposition 
pursuant to House Resolution 167, which passed the full House of Representatives 
on June 20, 1997. The committee Rule 20 outlines the ground rules for this deposi- 
tion. 

The Majority and Minority counsels will ask you questions about the subject mat- 
ter of this investigation. Majority counsel will ask questions first, and then when 
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we are finished, Minority counsel will follow and ask whatever questions they have 
to ask at that time. After they have finished, a new round of questioning may begin. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you are allowed to have an attorney present, 
and as we mentioned at the beginning, you are accompanied today by Mr. Charles 
Stevens. 

Any objections raised during the course of the deposition shall be stated for the 
record. If the witness is instructed not to answer a question, or otherwise refuses 
to answer a question, the Majority and Minority counsel will confer to determine 
whether the objection is proper, if the Majority and Minority counsels agree that 
the question is proper, the witness will be asked to answer the question. If an objec- 
tion is not withdrawn, the Chairman or a Member designated by the Chairman may 
decide whether the objection is proper. 

This deposition is considered as taken in executive session of the committee, 
which means that it may not be made public without the consent of the committee 
pursuant to clause 2(k)(7) of House Rule XI. You are asked to abide by the rules 
of the House and not discuss with anyone other than your attorney this deposition 
and the issues and questions raised during this proceeding. 

Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed and you have 
been notified that your testimony is available, you may submit suggested changes 
to the Chairman. Practically speaking, the transcripts will be turned around very 
quickly. I imagine we will be able to Federal Express a copy of the transcript to 
Mr. Stevens within a day or two, and you will have an opportunity to review the 
deposition to ensure that the statements you made are correct. 

The committee staff may make any typographical or technical changes requested 
by you. Substantive changes or modifications, clarifications or amendments to the 
deposition transcript submitted by you must be accompanied by a letter requesting 
the changes and a statement of your reasons for the proposed changes. A letter re- 
questing substantive changes or modifications must be signed by you. Any sub- 
stantive changes, modifications clarifications or amendments will be included as an 
appendix to the transcript of the deposition conditioned upon your signing of the 
transcript. 

Do you understand everything we have gone over so far? 

The Witness. Good enough. 

Mr. Wilson. Are there any other statements or observations to be made? 

Mr. Ballen. Yes, I do have a brief statement. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Landon, on behalf of the Democratic Members of the committee, I want to 
thank you for being here today. I represent the Democratic Members of the Com- 
mittee on Government Reform and Oversight. 

As you may know, every committee in the Congress is represented by two parties, 
the Democratic Party and the Republican Party, and the Republican Party is in the 
Majority and in control of the committee in terms of deciding what witnesses to call 
and what hearings to have. And Mr. Wilson and Mr. Bennett represent the Repub- 
lican Majority. 

I do not represent either the Democratic National Committee or the current ad- 
ministration, but simply Democrat Members of the House who sit on our committee. 
Some of them you might be familiar with are from California. Our Ranking Member 
is Mr. Wcixman from Los Angeles. We have other Members from this area, Gary 
Condit and Mr. Tom Lantos from the Bay Area. 

We want to take this opportunity at the outset to apologize because we know this 
has been an inconvenience on your time and your life. 

I don’t know what, if anything, you have been informed, but certainly if you have 
any questions, what the nature of any proceedings might be if you have to come 
back to Washington in terms of testifying in a committee room with some 40-odd 
Members of Congress, and possibly television cameras or reporters or things along 
those lines, so if you have any questions in that regard, we would be happy to help, 
and certainly from our point of view, we will try to make this process as painless 
and as simple as possible in terms of what is in our control. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Wilson. I will be asking you questions concerning the subject matter of this 
investigation. 

Do you understand? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. If you don’t understand a question, please say so, and I will repeat 
it or rephrase it so that you do understand the question. 

Do you understand that you should tell me if you don’t understand my question? 

The Witness. Okay. 
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Mr. Wilson. The reporter will be taking down everything that we say and will 
make a written record of the deposition, and I’d ask to you give verbal and audible 
answers so that the reporter can adequately transcribe all that takes place today. 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Wilson. If you can’t hear me, please say so, and I will repeat the question 
or have the court reporter read the question back to you. 

Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. Please wait until I finish each question before answering, and I’ll 
try to wait until you finish your answer before I ask the next question. 

Do you understand that this will help the reporter make a clear record of the 
questions and answers today? 

The Witness. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Wilson. Your testimony is being taken under oath as if we were in court, 
and if you answer a question, it will be assumed that you understood the question 
and the answer was intended to be responsive to it. 

Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Wilson. And it’s my understanding that you are here voluntarily today; is 
that correct? 

The Witness. That’s correct. 

Mr. Wilson. Do you have any questions about this deposition before we begin the 
substantive portion of the proceedings? 

The Witness. Nope. 


examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Just to begin, I’d like to ask you a few background questions for the 
record. 

Could you please state your full name and spell it for the record? 

Answer. Joseph Raymond Landon, Jr. 

Question. And what was your birthdate? 

Answer. 3/27/49. 

Question. And if you could, give me a brief explanation of your employment his- 
tory from the time of secondary school until the present — high school until the 
present. 

Answer. Out of high school I worked for a couple of electrical companies. Then 
I went down to the Navy, talked to the recruiter. And just so happens that the 
Army sent me a draft notice, and the next day I was supposed to go to the Navy, 
so I spent 20 years in the military; 20 years and 3 months. After the military I 
worked two technical jobs on the outside. I retired in ’89. 

Question. You retired from the military in 1989? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. And where did you live when you were working with the military? 

Answer. After boot camp I was stationed in Georgia, Rhode Island; spent a few 
years in Antarctica. I was on the USS Midway, the Coral Sea, the USS California. 
I was stationed in Mare Island for a few years, I taught there, and I got out in Ala- 
meda. 

Question. And Alameda was your final posting? 

Answer. It was final. I was on the USS California there. 

Question. And after you retired in 1989, where did you work up until the present? 

Answer. I worked for George Martin Engineering Company, Mar Wais Steel, Cur- 
rent Affairs Electric. I had a bunch of temporary jobs, small jobs, and I’m currently 
with [Employer’s Name]. 

Mr. Stevens. Do we have the same stipulations? 

Mr. Wilson. Yes, if we could go off the record for a moment. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Wilson. We just had a conversation about Mr. London’s employment, and it’s 
agreed by all present that his employer will not appear in the transcript of this dep- 
osition if possible. Please insert “his employer” if that subject does come up again. 

examination by MR. WILSON: 

Question. Now, from 1989 to the present, where did you live in the different posi- 
tions you have had? 

Answer. ’89 to present? Up to ’89, I was in the barracks. Then I lived in Vallejo 
from 1986 to present. I’ve also lived with Ms. Foung in Cordelia. 

Question. When did you first meet Ms. Foung? 

Answer. I think it was ’94. 
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Question. Okay. Prior to 1996, had you ever made any political contributions? 
Answer. No. I think it’s only a dollar or whatever on the 1040. 

Question. Had you ever participated in any political activities or political cam- 
paigns? 

Answer. No. I don’t talk good enough for that. 

Mr. Wilson. I’m providing the witness with a document which has been marked 
Exhibit JL-1. 

[Landon Deposition Exhibit No. JL-1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — All exhibits referred to may be found at end of deposition 
on p. 89.] 


EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And if you would take just a moment to review this. Let me just explain 
what it is. It is a one-page copy of a check, and then at the bottom of the page there 
is what is headed “Check Tracking Form,” and it is a document that was provided 
to this committee by the Democratic National Committee, and it represents some 
background information on the check and the contribution that appears to be made 
by Mr. Landon. 

Bearing in mind it’s very difficult to see this check, do you recall writing a check 
to the DNC on February 19, 1996? 

Answer. Yes, sir. 

Question. Just if you could, give me the general background to why you came to 
write this check to the DNC in February of 1996. 

Answer. Ms. Foung asked if I would. I did it as a favor to her. 

Question. And beyond that, were you aware at the time of why she asked you to 
write this check? 

Answer. No, sir, at the time I didn’t even know what the DNC was. 

Question. Have you had any subsequent conversations, any conversations since 
you wrote this check, about why she asked you to write the check to the DNC? 

Answer. She said it was for a function in Washington for someone overseas. I as- 
sumed at the time it was her brother, but I wasn’t positive. 

Question. Did she mention to you around the time that you wrote this check that 
it had something to do with her brother? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you have an understanding, did you know whether or not in Feb- 
ruary of 1996 that you would be reimbursed for this check? 

Answer. She told me I would be. 

Question. And what did she tell you? 

Answer. Well, she said if I write, I could be reimbursed within a couple of days. 

Question. Do you recall whether she gave you any explanation about why you 
would be writing a check and you would be reimbursed a few days later? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ask her any questions about why she wanted you to write the 
check and then you would be reimbursed right afterwards? 

Answer. No, I figured that was her business. 

Question. Now, once you wrote this check, if you could, again, just give me a de- 
scription how you were reimbursed for the check that you had written. 

Answer. It was two $5,000 checks and $2,500. 

Question. Actually I’ll show you in a moment some checks just to help us walk 
through this process, but before you actually got the checks, or before you were, in 
fact, paid back, were there any conversations during which you discussed how you 
were going to be reimbursed? 

Answer. How? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. No, she just told me I would be. 

Question. So it’s fair to say she told you you would be reimbursed if you wrote 
the check, and you expected that to happen? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Apart from Ms. Foung making the request for you to write this check, 
do you remember any other names that came up at the time? Did she describe any- 
thing else about this check or this contribution beyond what you have told us so 
far? 

Answer. No, she just said it’s something to do with the Democrats, because I 
asked her what the DNC was. I didn’t know. And she said it’s just something to 
do with the Democrats. 
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Question. Do you know whether she had had any conversations with anybody af- 
filiated with the DNC 

Answer. No. 

Question [continuing]. Before that? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Wilson. I’m giving Mr. Landon a document which has been marked JL— 2 for 
the record. It is a copy of two cashier’s checks from the Amerasia Bank. And if you 
could take just a moment to review that. 

[Landon Deposition Exhibit No. JL-2 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Do you remember how you received these checks? 

Answer. They were given to me by Ms. Foung. 

Question. Do you know how she got the checks? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did she tell you at any time whether it was by mail or delivery or any- 
thing about how she got the checks? 

Answer. No, she just gave me the checks. 

Question. Now, when she gave you these checks, you had previously written a 
check for $12,500, and the two checks that have your name on them are for a total 
of $10,000, two $5,000 checks. Did you have any discussions with her about the bal- 
ance of your contribution? What was your understanding of how you would get paid 
the balance of the contribution you had made? 

Answer. She gave me the difference. There was two $5,000 checks, and then 
$2,500 she gave me. 

Question. And how did she give you that? 

Answer. I think it was a check, her personal check. 

Question. Had you had any discussions about the reimbursement or the cir- 
cumstances of the reimbursement before she got the checks and gave you the two 
$5,000? Actually what I’m trying to find out is did the $2,500 come to you about 
the same time as these two $5,000 checks? 

Answer. Yeah. She handed me those two and I’m pretty sure a personal check 
for $2,500 all about the same time. 

Question. So you were — just going back over what we’ve looked at, you wrote a 
check on February 19 of 1996, and you received a check from Amerasia Bank on 
February 22nd of 1996. So you were reimbursed right after the time that you wrote 
the check originally? 

Answer. Yes, just a couple of days. 

Question. Speaking about or just turning your attention to that same time period, 
did you know whether Ms. Foung also made a contribution to the DNC? 

Answer. I think she did. 

Question. And did you have any discussions with her about whether she was mak- 
ing a contribution to the DNC? 

Answer. If she was? 

Question. Making a contribution in February of 1996? 

Answer. No, no. 

Question. Did you know that she also wrote a $12,500 check to the DNC? 

Answer. She told me that she did. 

Question. Did she tell you that at same time that she was asking to you write 
your check? 

Answer. She might have. I don’t remember for sure. 

Question. Do you remember when you first knew that she was going to be making 
a contribution in the same amount that you were making the contribution? 

Answer. She didn’t tell me what amount, if any, she was going to write it for. 

Question. But it’s fair to say you knew that approximately the same time that you 
were writing your check that she was going to be doing the same thing? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And was it your understanding that she was also going to be reim- 
bursed for the check that she wrote? 

Answer. That I don’t know. 

Question. I won’t spend too much longer on this, but you wrote a check for 
$12,500, and you had the understanding that you would be reimbursed. Did you 
have — do you recall when you first, if you ever did, have a conversation with her 
when you found out that she was going to get paid back for her contribution? 

Answer. My only concern was covering my check. She said, yes, that she was to 
get reimbursed. 
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Question. Do you know whether she had — I mean, do you know whether she had 
concerns about covering the check that she wrote? 

Answer. That I don’t know. 

Question. When you wrote your check on February 19 of 1996, was there enough 
money in your bank account to cover the $12,500 check? 

Answer. No, there wasn’t. 

Question. Did you have any conversations with her about there not being enough 
money in your bank account to cover the $12,500 check? 

Answer. I told her that I didn’t, but she said just there’s a time period in there, 
and they just wanted to write the check just so it would be at a Washington func- 
tion, and it would be reimbursed before the check was cashed. 

Question. Did she tell you then that your check would be held for a period of a 
few days? 

Answer. That I don’t know — well, she figured there would probably be a few days 
before it was cashed, so I shouldn’t have any problem covering the check. 

Question. How — do you know how your check was forwarded on to the DNC? Was 
it sent by mail or Federal Express or? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Do you know whether somebody picked it up or somebody did not pick 
it up? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Have you ever met an individual named Antonio Pan? The last name 
is spelled P-A-N? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In February of 1996, apart from your conversations with Ms. Foung 
about you writing the check, had you had any conversations with anybody about 
making a contribution to the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Later in the year, in August of 1996, Ms. Foung made a second con- 
tribution, a second contribution for her, to the DNC, and it was for an amount of 
$10,000. Did you have any conversations with Ms. Foung about the second contribu- 
tion that she made to the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you know that she made a second contribution to the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Between February and August of 1996 — actually let me make that a lit- 
tle bit less broad. 

After you had written your check for $12,500, and after you had been reimbursed, 
did you have any other conversations with Ms. Foung about that check, about that 
process? 

Answer. No. I didn’t care. 

Question. Well, come to the present, actually. Let’s take it right to the present 
then. When did you first become aware that there might be an issue about the 
whole process of you writing the check and then you getting reimbursed for the 
check? 

Answer. I think it was the newspaper or something said that they were returning 
checks to certain people. I’m pretty sure it was the newspaper. I read it in the news- 
paper. 

Question. Something that you saw in the newspaper? 

Answer. Yeah. 

Question. And do you recall approximately when that might have been? Not the 
day, but the month is fine. 

Answer. End of ’96. Yeah, somewhere around the end of ’96. 

Question. Did you ever — before you saw something in the newspaper, did you ever 
get any telephone calls, or did anybody ever make any inquiry of you about these 
checks? 

Answer. Somebody called me at work. They said they were from the Washington 
newspaper. I don’t know if it was the Post, the Times, or something. 

Question. And when was that? 

Answer. About February of this year. 

Question. Do you remember whether they told you their name? 

Answer. They told me the name, but I’m not sure. I could only guess right now. 
I think it was an Asian name, but I’m not sure who it was. 

Question. At the time when they called you on the phone, did you make any notes, 
or did you write anything down? 

Answer. No, they left it on one of those memo pads and asked if I’d call an 800 
number somewhere back in Washington. 
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Question. I’ll return in a minute to maybe some other contacts, but have you ever 
had any discussions with Ms. Foung about any other political contributions that she 
might have made? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I should simplify that question and actually make it easy for everybody 
to understand. Do you know whether she made any other political contributions 
apart from — I just mentioned two. She made one in February and she made one in 
August. Do you know of her ever having made any other political contributions? 

Answer. No, she didn’t mention anything. 

Question. Has she ever mentioned contributions to Senator Tom Daschle? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard her mention that name before? 

Answer. I have no idea who he is. 

Question. Going back into 1996, and I think I’ve asked you this, so bear with me 
if I have asked in this form, but did you get any calls or contacts at all in 1996 
about the check that you wrote to the DNC? 

Answer. Nothing. 

Question. Do you know whether Ms. Foung got any telephone calls or letters or 
any inquiry of any sort about the contributions that she had made to the DNC? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever met any of Ms. Foung’s relatives? 

Answer. Her mother and her brother. I met him twice. Twice — mayhe three times, 
but I know of twice. 

Question. And when and where did you meet? When you say “her brother,” you 
are referring to Yah Lin Trie, who is known as Charlie Trie? 

Answer. Yeah. 

Question. When did you meet him, and where did you meet him? 

Answer. He came by her home Christmas one year. I can’t remember what — I’m 
not sure if it was this year. I know when he was there, I had to work, so I’m not 
sure if it was ’95 or ’96. And the other time is he flew into San Francisco, and we 
went down there. I think it was in ’95. Might have been ’94. 

Question. And do you know why he flew into San Francisco? 

Answer. No. 

Question. How long did you spend with him on that occasion? 

Answer. In San Francisco? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. There were — he had some people with him, but she didn’t talk to him 
too much. I mean, what they talked about, I have no idea. 

Mr. Stevens. He just asked you approximately how much time you spent with 
Charlie on that visit. 

The Witness. Oh, with Charlie? Two minutes. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. And where was it that you met Mr. Trie and the people that were with 
Mr. Trie? 

Answer. It was a hotel in San Francisco. Which one, I don’t remember. 

Question. Apart from meeting at the hotel, did you do anything with them at that 
time? 

Answer. We drove around; the beach. Golden Gate Park. 

Question. Was this — I don’t want to put words in your mouth, but was it a sight- 
seeing type of visit? 

Answer. Yeah. 

Question. Were they there for business as far as you knew? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And who all ended up driving around? 

Answer. I drove. 

Question. So you drove. Who else was in the car? 

Answer. A few other people. Ms. Foung and some other people. 

Question. And one of them was Mr. Trie, Charlie Trie? 

Answer. No, he wasn’t in that car. 

Question. Do you remember the names of any of the people that were in the car? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. Where was Mr. Trie? 

Answer. He stayed at the hotel. Yeah, he stayed at the hotel. We just drove 
around to different — I think it was Golden Gate Park and the beach. 

Question. Do you remember the relationship of Mr. Trie to the people that he was 
with? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. You mentioned that you have met Ms. Foung’s mother on one occasion. 
Where was that? 

Answer. She’s come to visit a couple of different times. She came Christmas one 
year, and she came to her home last year sometime. 

Question. Have you ever met Ms. Trie’s — or Ms. Foung’s sister whose name is Dai 
Lin? 

Answer. Once. Yeah, I’m sure once. 

Question. Where was that? 

Answer. I met her in — I met her in Las Vegas. We were going to make a trip over 
there, and she said he would be there. 

Question. And was she there by herself, or did she have family members with her? 

Answer. I think her mother was with her. Yeah, her mother was with her. 

Question. Was her husband with her at that time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever met Ms. Outlaw’s, Ms. Dai Lin Outlaw’s, children? 

Answer. Not that I know of, no. 

Question. Do you know whether Ms. Foung has ever attended any political events, 
fund-raisers or events that could be described as political gatherings? 

Answer. Yeah. There was a place, Oakland, Hillsborough around here close. ’96, 
the first part of ’96. The President was at somebody’s home. She was invited to that. 

Question. Who invited her? 

Answer. I have no idea. 

Question. And how did she go from where she lives to Hillsborough? 

Answer. I drove her. 

Question. And if you could just provide a little bit of background, where did you 
go? 

Answer. I wound up in the parking lot with about — I guess about 100 security 
people, and a bus came in and drove a bunch of them off. 

Question. Do you know where they went? 

Answer. Up the street. Don’t know. 

Question. Do you know what the arrangement was? Why you were in the parking 
lot? 

Answer. I guess you had to have an invite, and I didn’t get one. 

Question. I can understand. I’ve been in some parking lots, too, without invita- 
tions. 

When you got down to Hillsborough, did Ms. Foung meet with anybody? 

Answer. Nobody that I know of. 

Question. Do you know whether she was supposed to meet with anybody or talk 
to anybody? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. Once, just to summarize, it is my understanding that you waited in the 
parking lot until the event was over, and she came back to the car, and you drove 
back to where you lived; is that correct? 

Answer. Correct. 

Question. And did she tell you anything about the fund-raiser when you were 
driving back or about the event? 

Answer. She said the President was there, and she got a bottle of wine with his 
name on it. She didn’t mention anything — talking about anything. 

Question. Did she tell you whether or not she met the President? 

Answer. She said — let me see — I think she said she got to talk to him, but it was 
no big deal. 

Question. Did she tell you what he said to her? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know whether he made any comments to her about her brother 
Charlie? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Now, apart from that one event in Hillsborough in California, do you 
know of any other political event that Ms. Foung went to? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did she ever discuss with you her brother Charlie and whether he was 
appointed to a government commission or not? 

Answer. No. 

Question. I’ve got a short list of names, and not to be mysterious here, I’m just 
interested in finding out whether you ever met them or you know them. If you do, 
then I’ll ask you more questions. If you don’t, then I’ll move on. 

Have you ever met John Huang? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. On that one name, it’s our understanding that Ms. Foung met Mr. 
Huang at the Hillsborough event while in the parking lot. Were you in the car dur- 
ing the whole time? 

Answer. I stayed in the car. She got out, and she was standing there at the bus. 

Question. Have you ever heard of an organization called the CHY Corporation, 
which is C-H-Y? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever had any contacts here, made calls yourself or received 
calls, from anybody at the Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard the names David Mercer or Ari Swiller? 

Answer. Who? 

Question. Ari Swiller? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever visited Ms. Foung’s mother in Arkansas? 

Answer. No. I tend to stay away from the east coast. 

Question. Those of us from the true east coast, it is a long way from our home. 
That eliminated. I’m not going to ask you a lot of questions about people who live 
in Arkansas. 

Have you ever heard of George Chu, C-H-U? 

Answer. No. 

Question. He is associated with a company called Da Tung. D-A T-U-N-G. Do you 
know of that organization? 

Answer. Never heard of it. 

Question. Have you ever heard the name Mark Middleton mentioned? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know whether Ms. Foung ever attended any events with her 
brother? 

Answer. No. Nope. 

Question. Apart from the two times that you mentioned Mr. Trie being in the 
same place that you have been, do you know whether Ms. Foung visited Mr. Trie 
anywhere outside of California in the last 3 or 4 years? 

Answer. I don’t think so. I’m not sure, but I don’t think so. 

Question. How often did Mr. Trie call his sister Ms. Foung? 

Answer. I can’t say for sure. I don’t know what year it was, but he called one year, 
I guess it was around Februa^, but he just wanted to wish her a happy new year. 
I answered the phone, told him, she’s in bed, she’s got to work on the graveyard 
shift. 

Question. So, I mean, if you have to characterize contacts, is it fair to say that 
they spoke fairly infrequently? 

Answer. Yeah. As far as I know; two, maybe three times a year. 

Question. Just turning for a minute to Mr. Trie and his background, did Ms. 
Foung ever discuss what her brother was doing from the time you knew her, from 
the time you have known her to the present? Did she ever tell what you his job 
was or what he was doing to make a living? 

Answer. She said he owned a restaurant back in Arkansas, and then he was 
international trade or something like that. Something to do with a tool, some kind 
of tool. 

Question. Did she ever tell you why he got out of the restaurant business? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And do you know anything about once he got out of the restaurant busi- 
ness what he was doing after that time? 

Answer. No. 

Question. What was — you mentioned the tool a minute ago. What did she tell 
about that? 

Answer. Something about he was trying to get it made or market it or something 
of that — I never really paid too much attention when she talks about it. 

Question. On the two occasions that you met him, did he ever tell you what he 
was doing? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever — and I’ll give you a couple of names of some companies 
just because I’m interested whether you know about them or what you know about 
them. 

The Daihatsu International Trading Company, have you ever heard of that name 
before? 

Answer. I saw it, I think, on an envelope. I can’t be positive, but I think it was 
on an envelope sent to Ms. Foung. I think Charlie wrote her a letter or something. 
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Question. Did you have any understanding about what Daihatsu — what it did, 
what the company was all about? 

Answer. No. When I first saw it, I thought it was from a car dealer or something. 

Question. A company called San Rin Yip International, have you ever heard of 
them? 

Answer. No. 

Question. America-Asia Trade Center, Incorporated? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Sanyou Science & Technology? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Have you ever heard of Premier Advertising? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Apart from the tool that you were mentioning, do you know anything 
more about what that was all about, what Mr. Trie was trying to do with the tool 
that you mentioned? 

Answer. I don’t know anything else about it. He was trying to get it made or mar- 
keted or something to that effect, but I’m not positive. 

Question. Did you ever have any conversations with Ms. Foung during which she 
talked about how her brother was doing financially? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did she ever make any comments to you about how her brother was 
doing 

Answer. No. 

Question [continuing]. Financially or otherwise? In his life? 

Answer. She doesn’t say too much about him. 

Question. Did Mr. Trie, on the occasion you talked to him, did he ever make any 
comments about knowing President Clinton? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Ms. Foung ever make any comments to you about her brother 
knowing President Clinton? 

Answer. She said he knew him from Arkansas when he was in the restaurant 
business. 

Question. Just sort of casting your mind back to that Hillsborough event, when 
you drove down and you were coming back, did Ms. Foung make any comments to 
you about anything the President told her about her brother? 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me; I’m going to object. I mean, I’ve tried to be patient with 
the questioning, but we have at length — this witness has been asked this question 
and many similar questions. We got Ms. Foung’s testimony. I mean, counsel’s not 
trying to — I don’t understand the purpose of these questions. Is it to trap Ms. Foung 
in an inconsistency? Why are we covering the same exact ground about what was 
said at the same time, especially multiple times? I guess I am going to enter an 
objection. 

Mr. Wilson. Mr. Stevens, do you have any objections? 

Mr. Stevens. Well, it strikes me as long as it is a relatively quick in-and-out fol- 
low-up, appropriate follow-up, now that he has some material that might refresh the 
witness’ recollection as to what may have happened. My guess is the answer is not 
going to change, but I am happy to let him do it as long as we are not going to 
replow the whole prior event in Hillsborough, and I don’t think we are going to. 

Mr. Wilson. No. In fact, that was my last question, and I don’t know why we 
would take up any time discussing it. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Turning your attention to when your contribution was returned, and I 
should ask you first whether your $12,500 contribution was returned. Was it re- 
turned? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you have, prior to that, any conversations with anybody about 
whether they were going to return, somebody was going to return, your money? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you ever talk to anybody from the accounting firm of Ernst & 
Young? 

Answer. Not that I can remember. No. 

Question. How — when you got your money back, when was the first you realized 
that you were going to get your money back? 

Answer. It was when the reporter called. And they gave me the 800 number to 
call this woman back from The Washington Post or Washington Times. Surprised 
me. 
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Question. Do you know whether that woman’s name was Sue Schmidt? Does that 
ring any bells? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And what did they tell you? 

Answer. They asked me if I knew I was going to get the money back, and I said, 
nope. 

Question. And then after that, after that exchange, what was the next sort of link 
in this chain of you getting your money back? Was there any other communication 
with anybody, or was it when you got the money back? 

Mr. Stevens. This may seem like — you refer to it as “his money,” and you’re — 
it may seem small, but I know from talking to him that he doesn’t view it as his 
personal money. 

Mr. Wilson. And I am being imprecise there, and I shouldn’t do that. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Thinking about the $12,500 that was sent to you, when was the next 
time that you knew anything about this $12,500? 

Answer. I got one of those yellow slips from the post office for certified mail, and 
it showed up in an envelope. 

Question. And what was in the envelope? 

Answer. A check for twelve-five. 

Question. Was there any communication in addition — any additional communica- 
tion apart from the check? Was it just a check in the envelope? 

Answer. Just a check. 

Question. And was there any 

Answer. Well, it was a stub at the top. 

Question. Right. But was there any indication as to why the check was in the en- 
velope and why you were getting this check? 

Answer. Not that I can remember. 

Question. Did you make any inquiries? 

Answer. Nope. 

Question. Did anybody — after you got the check, did anybody make any contacts 
with you to explain why the DNC — I should ask you that. Who sent you the check? 

Answer. I think it was DNC on the envelope. 

Question. Do you remember the account that the check was drawn on? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did anybody contact you at any time to explain why you received a 
check for $12,500? 

Answer. Just the reporter. 

Question. When you received the check for $12,500, what did you do with it? 

Answer. I put it in the bank. 

Question. And did you put it in your account? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what did you do with the money? 

Answer. It’s still sitting there. I brought it in the first day I saw Mr. Stevens. 
I wanted to know what to do with it, and he said put it back in your account, and 
it’s back in the bank. 

Question. Do you know whether any of the contributions that Ms. Foung made, 
the $12,500 one that was made at the same time that you made yours, and then 
there was a later $10,000 one, do you know whether any money was returned to 
her? 

Answer. I don’t think so. 

Question. Do you know whether she has been contacted by anybody at the DNC 
or affiliated witb the DNC about these two 

Mr. Ballen. I’m going to object to this line of questioning. The same objection 
I had before. We have been over this. And I don’t understand the purpose of ques- 
tioning this witness. 

Mr. Wilson. Well, I think these are new questions and entirely appropriate. 

Mr. Stevens do you have any objections? 

Mr. Stevens. I’ve leave it to you folks. I’m along for the deposition. I’ll leave it 
to you two to work out your own objections. I am happy to be viewed as judge, but 
I don’t think this has reached the point of oppressing the witness. So I am happy 
to let both of you ask as many questions as you would like, until my boredom 
threshold kicks in, which is probably not too far away. 
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EXAMINATION BY MR. WILSON: 

Question. Did Ms. Foung have any contacts with anybody about the two checks 
that she had contributed to the DNC? 

Answer. Did anybody call her? 

Question. Yes. 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Did she ever mention to you any calls from anybody that she received 
about the contributions she had made? 

Answer. If anyone contacted her? No. 

Question. Did she ever tell you whether she was going to call anybody about the 
checks? 

Answer. She said she called back to the DNC a few times. 

Question. And what happened when she made the calls? 

Answer. She didn’t go into too much detail. She just said she’s waiting to contact 
somebody else or talk to somebody else about getting the money back, and that was 
it. 

Question. Did you ever have any discussions with her about why you got money 
back and she didn’t get money back? 

Answer. I thought it strange, but I didn’t ask any questions. 

Question. Did you have any discussions with her about that, though? 

Answer. Well, I guess she was curious why I got mine back but she didn’t, and 
that’s why she got in touch with the DNC. 

Question. And did she tell you at any time what they told her when she had con- 
tacts with the DNC? 

Answer. No. She just kept calling back. 

Question. Do you know whether she was ever told whether she would get her 
money back or that she would not get her money back? 

Answer. She never said. 

Question. Has Ms. Foung been in contact with her brother in 1997? 

Answer. I’m not sure. I really don’t know. 

Question. Do you know whether after you were first approached by investigators 
from this committee, do you know whether Ms. Foung made an attempt to get in 
touch with her brother? 

Answer. Not that I know of. 

Question. Do you know whether she called her mother suggesting — do you know 
whether she called her mother and discussed the visit of the investigators or wheth- 
er she might or might not have to go to Washington? 

Answer. She calls her mother once in a while, but I don’t know what they talk 
about. 

Mr. Wilson. I don’t have any further questions for now. 

Mr. Ballen. Could we have 

Mr. Stevens. Want to take a short break? 

Mr. Ballen. Yes, a 5-minute break. 

[Brief recess 2:20 p.m. to 2:30 p.m.] 

Mr. Wilson. As I stated before, I’ve finished with my questions. Mr. Ballen, if you 
have any questions. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you, Mr. Wilson. 

examination by me. ballen: 

Question. I just want to take this opportunity again to thank you for coming here, 
Mr. Landon. I’d just like to ask you two questions if I might. 

Has this whole process been a burden on you, sir? 

Answer. Well, it’s not something I’d want to do every day. 

Question. Why is that? 

Answer. Well, I guess I’m not the most sociable person. I’d rather be alone. 

Question. Do you have any concern about your job and missing time from your 
job? 

Answer. Well, whenever I’m away, I’m not making money. But I had a job when 
I came to this one. I’ll probably have a different one before I retire. So I guess the 
military gets you used to the idea that you need to work here; next week we’ll find 
some other place for to you go. And I’m used to traveling around. 

Question. Is there any danger of you losing your job by missing it? 

Answer. No, I’m a good worker. 

Question. So you’re not in fear of that? 

Answer. No, even when I worked unions, they didn’t want my name to come up 
on the list for me to leave. 
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Question. Let me ask you this. What’s your impression of this whole process, as 
a citizen? 

Answer. It’s politics. I try to stay away from it. 

Question. I understand, sir. 

Answer. Every 4 or 6 years I’ll vote for somebody, and if he does a good job. I’ll 
vote for him again. 

Question. Thank you very much. I have nothing further. 

Mr. Wilson. I have nothing further apart from thanking you very much for being 
here today. 

[Whereupon, at 2:31 p.m., the deposition was concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 
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Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. For the record, Ms. 
Foung and Mr. Landon, you’re accompanied here today, are you 
not, by your attorney here in Washington, Mr. Sedwick Sobers; is 
that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And do you have the microphones turned on in 
front of you? 

Mr. Burton. Ms. Foung, can you pull the microphone pretty 
close, because it does not pick up your voice unless it’s fairly close 
to your mouth? 

And you, too, Mr. Landon. 

Mr. Bennett. Is that correct, Ms. Foung? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. OK. 

And Mr. Landon, Mr. Sobers is also representing you? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. At any time, if you have any questions, do not 
hesitate to ask your counsel for advice. 

Mr. Sobers, it’s nice to see you here. 

Mr. Solders. Thank you, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Bennett. I want to thank you very much for being here 
today. As you’ll recall, I met you both for the first time, I think, 
last week and had the opportunity to take your depositions in Sac- 
ramento, CA, along with Mr. Kenneth Baben, the minority counsel; 
and I believe Mr. Phil Barnett, also minority counsel, was present. 

I appreciate your — and for the record, Mr. Jim Wilson of our staff 
was also there. 

I appreciate your being here today. As you know, we have asked 
that you appear before this committee today to discuss contribu- 
tions which both of you made to the Democratic National Com- 
mittee; and then a second contribution, Ms. Foung, which you 
made to the Presidential re-election campaign of President Clinton. 

Let me begin by asking both of you, I believe that this is, in fact, 
the second time you’ve been here in Washington in the past week; 
is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And I believe that you also agreed to appear and 
were cooperative with a Federal grand jury and appeared before a 
Federal grand jury last Friday here in Washington; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. Is that correct, Mr. Landon? 

Mr. Landon. Correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And that was at the request of the task force of 
the Department of Justice looking into campaign fund-raising vio- 
lations; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung, you are in fact the sister of Yah Lin 
Trie, also known as Charlie Trie? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And, Mr. Landon, you have indicated that you pre- 
viously have met Mr. Trie and that you may have met him on two 
or three occasions; is that correct? 
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Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung, when was the last time that you saw 
your brother? 

Ms. Foung. I believe it was Christmas of 1995. 

Mr. Bennett. And that would be the last time that you met with 
him in any fashion? 

Ms. Foung. I — the best I can remember, yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And, Mr. Landon, when was the last time that you 
saw Mr. Charlie Trie? 

Mr. Landon. It was the same Christmas, 1995. 

Mr. Bennett. And have you spoken with Mr. Trie since that 
time? 

Mr. Landon. He called, I think it was January, February of this 
year to wish his sister Happy New Year. 

Mr. Bennett. And let me ask you one thing, Ms. Foung. When 
was the last time that you would have spoken with your brother, 
Charlie Trie? 

Ms. Foung. I would say it was late August or early September. 

Mr. Bennett. Of this year? 

Ms. Foung. Of this year. 

Mr. Bennett. And was it in connection with your being called 
before this committee? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe there may be some followup questions 
with reference to that, but let me ask you this, do you know where 
your brother was when he called you within the last 3 weeks? 

Ms. Foung. I was under the impression it was at Taiwan, he was 
in Taiwan. 

Mr. Bennett. And did you make an effort to make contact with 
your brother? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And exactly how did you go about making contact? 
Because there are a few people trying to make contact with him, 
that’s why I’m asking. 

Ms. Foung. I asked my mother if my brother ever call her, give 
him the message I would like for him to call me. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe your brother was at one time interviewed 
on NBC News and there are a few people in this room who may 
want to know, if he would return the phone calls if they’re con- 
tacted. Do you have any reason to believe he might be willing to 
return their phone calls? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t know. 

Mr. Bennett. OK. Do you know whether or not your brother has 
any intentions of returning voluntarily to this country? Have you 
talked with him about that? 

Ms. Foung. I try to remember the conversation. 

Mr. Bennett. Take your time. 

Ms. Foung. I mentioned it to him, that the investigator from the 
committee mentioned to me that, because of statute of limitation 
or something, he should be back here in a couple years. I men- 
tioned that to him. But I don’t think he responded to that. 

Mr. Bennett. He had no response to your discussion about a 
statute of limitations? 

Ms. Foung. No. 
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Mr. Bennett. And to your knowledge, does he intend to come 
back to this country within the next few years? 

Ms. Foung. I’m sure he would like to. But the past few years, 
he has been overseas the majority of his time and on a regular 
basis. So it would all depend on where his business is. 

Mr. Bennett. And with respect to his activities abroad of the 
last few years, that would have been true even during the election 
year 1996, that he was generally abroad most of the time? 

Ms. Foung. That’s the way I understood. 

Mr. Bennett. How often would he have been in the country dur- 
ing 1996 to your knowledge? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t know his schedule at all. The only time I will 
know is if he call me and left a message on my machine, if he is 
passing through San Francisco. The majority of time, he call me 
from overseas. 

Mr. Bennett. All right. Directing your attention to February 
1996, or in fact, let’s go back prior to February 1996. Before you 
made any contributions about which we’ll discuss today, Ms. 
Foung, had you, to your knowledge, ever made any contributions 
to any candidates or any political campaigns prior to February 
1996? 

Ms. Foung. Not that I’m aware — I can’t remember. 

Mr. Bennett. And were you politically active? 

Ms. Foung. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Landon, had you, again, prior to February 
1996, had you ever made any political contributions to any can- 
didate at that time or campaign prior to February 1996? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And are you politically active? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. In fact, Ms. Foung, I believe that last week when 
I took your deposition in California, you indicated to me that you 
have at least, as of last week, never seen the tape of your brother 
being interviewed by Tom Brokaw of NBC News; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. Have you still not seen that tape? 

Ms. Foung. No. I don’t know how to get it. 

Mr. Bennett. I think NBC might be able to accommodate you 
if you would like, Ms. Foung. 

Directing your attention to the time period of February 1996, I 
believe there came a point in time when both of you prepared 
checks made payable to the Democratic National Committee; is 
that correct? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Landon. 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. What were the circumstances causing both of you 
to write checks to the Democratic National Committee? Ms. Foung, 
I’ll ask you first. 

Ms. Foung. My brother called me. 

Mr. Bennett. If you can speak up a little bit into the micro- 
phone, I’m sorry. 

Ms. Foung. My brother called me, asked if I would advance a 
check to a certain place at a time. I wasn’t familiar, it was DNC. 
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Mr. Bennett. And it was the DNC. And what was the purpose 
of the check for in February 1996? Did your brother tell you that? 

Ms. Foung. Not really. 

Mr. Bennett. And Mr. Landon, in connection with that same 
phone call to Ms. Foung, you were, in fact, asked also to prepare 
a check to the Democratic National Committee; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. Yes. Ms. Foung asked me. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung asked you. I’m now asking if we can 
have exhibit 68 on the screen, please? 

And Mr. Chairman, for the record, minority counsel has seen 
these exhibits and I believe we have an agreement with respect to 
the presentation of these exhibits here. 

Showing you first, Ms. Foung exhibit 68, looking at that exhibit, 
in fact, I gather you have a TV monitor in front of you. Can you 
see that? Mr. Sellers can your clients see that check on the screen? 

Mr. Solders. Yes, they can, Mr. Bennett. 

[Exhibit 68 follows:] 



96 






97 


Mr. Bennett. Looking at that exhibit, in fact, that was a check 
which was drawn on your bank account, is it not, Ms. Foung, made 
payable to the Democratic National Committee? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And that is, in fact, your signature on the check 
on the lower right-hand corner? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And I ask that exhibit 69 be — and that. I’m sorry, 
68, that’s in the amount of $12,500, correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And was it your understanding that you were 
going to be reimbursed for this payment? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And did your brother indicate that he would see 
that you were immediately reimbursed? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And Mr. Landon, we’ll now ask that exhibit 69 be 
placed on the screen. 

And again, that is a check dated February 15, 1996. And I think 
the bottom half of that exhibit for the record, Mr. Chairman, re- 
flects the DNC tracking slip in conjunction with that check. And 
Mr. Landon, that was drawn on your bank account in the amount 
of $12,500, as well; is that correct? 

[Exhibit 69 follows:] 



98 








99 


Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And that is your signature on the check? 

Mr. Landon. Can it get a little closer? I think it is. 

Mr. Bennett. We’ll try. 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, as to hoth of you preparing these checks, Mr. 
Landon, did you, yourself, speak with Charlie Trie when he asked 
his sister to prepare these checks? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. So you did so basically at the instruction of Ms. 
Foung? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Did either of you at the time when you wrote 
these checks in the amount of, total amount of $25,000, did you re- 
spectively have that kind of money in your bank account at that 
time? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Did either of you or were either of you aware of 
the fund-raising event at the Hay -Adams Hotel in Washington, DC, 
to which I believe Congressman Waxman made reference a few 
minutes ago in February 1996? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Ms. Foung. What was the question? 

Mr. Bennett. Were either of you aware of the fund-raising event 
for the Democratic National Committee at the Hay- Adams Hotel 
here in Washington in February 1996? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And clearly neither of you attended that event, did 
you? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Landon. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung did your brother talk to you about the 
event at the Hay-Adams Hotel? Did he explain to you why he was 
seeking to get checks to the Democratic National Committee? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, directing your attention for both of these 
checks in February 1996, Ms. Foung, first, as to you, you did have 
an understanding that you were going to be reimbursed, and, in 
fact, you were very quickly reimbursed; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. I’ll ask now if we can have exhibit 70. 

We’ll go step by step. First of all. I’m going to show you three 
exhibits, Ms. Foung, exhibits 70, 71, and 72. And each of these 
checks are, in fact, cashier’s checks drawn on the Amerasia Bank 
from the State of New York in the town of Flushing, I believe it’s 
Flushing, NY. Do you see that there, Ms. Foung? 

[Exhibits 70, 71, and 72 follow:] 
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Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And as to each one of these cashier’s checks in the 
amount of $5,000, first as to exhibit 70, can you identify your sig- 
nature on the bottom of the check — on the back of the check, I 
think it’s on the bottom of the exhibit? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And then looking at exhibit 71, and then 72, again 
these cashier’s checked were in the amount of $5,000, each dated 
February 22, 1996, a week after you made your contribution; is 
that correct? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And you did, in fact, receive that money and were 
reimbursed as your brother had promised; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. Did you immediately deposit those into your bank 
account? 

Ms. Foung. I believe so. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, showing you exhibit 73, that’s your bank 
statement of your account at Travis Federal Credit Union, correct, 
Ms. Foung? 

[Exhibit 73 follows:] 
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Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. For purposes of your own privacy, we agreed last 
week, Ms. Foung, I want to assure you we have deleted account 
numbers on that check for purposes of publication, but it does re- 
flect that you deposited $14,500 of the $15,000 you received in 
cashier’s checks; is that right? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And the other $500 you kept for your own per- 
sonal use? 

Ms. Foung. I think so. 

Mr. Bennett. All right. At the time that you received the 
$15,000 in cashier’s checks from the Amerasia Bank in Flushing, 
NY, did you have any knowledge as to who had actually sent the 
checks to you? 

Ms. Foung. No. I thought it was my brother arranged it. 

Mr. Bennett. All right. Did your brother ever mention the indi- 
vidual named Antonio Pan? 

Ms. Foung. Not that I can remember. 

Mr. Bennett. What was the basis of your believing that this 
money came from your brother? Why did you believe that it come 
from your brother? 

Ms. Foung. Where else could it be? 

Mr. Bennett. Essentially, you felt that he arranged to see to it 
that you were reimbursed for your check. 

Ms. Foung. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Bennett. You felt he was keeping his word to you, you were 
being reimbursed for your check, and I gather you presume these 
cashier’s checks were from your brother. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. From his business. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, you were, in fact, paid back, Ms. Foung, and 
I want to now, if I can for a second, move over to Mr. Landon. 

Mr. Landon, showing you exhibits 75 and 76, exhibit 75 is also 
a cashier’s check drawn on the Amerasia Bank from Flushing, NY, 
dated February 22, 1996. Do you see that, sir? 

[Exhibits 75 and 76 follow:] 
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Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And can you identify your signature on the lower 
portion of that exhibit which is the back of the check? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And, in fact, you did receive that money? 

Mr. Landon. I did. 

Mr. Bennett. And also looking at exhibit 76, the same thing 
would apply. You received that cashier’s check from the Amerasia 
Bank and that is your signature on the back, correct? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, your contribution to the Democratic National 
Committee the week before had been for $12,500 and you had been 
promised that you would be repaid immediately. Those two cash- 
ier’s checks total $10,000. How did you get the remaining $2,500? 

Mr. Landon. It came from Ms. Foung. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung, do you agree with that? You gave the 
other money to Mr. Landon in cash? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Before you wrote the check to the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee, you indicated you had never made a political 
contribution before and that was also true of Mr. Landon; is that 
correct? 

Ms. Foung. Are you asking me? 

Mr. Bennett. Both of you. Neither of you had been involved in 
the political process, so this was your very first contribution and 
your first experience with anything like this, correct? 

Ms. Foung. To the best of my recollection. 

Mr. Landon. Except for a 1040 box. 

Mr. Bennett. All right checking off the $1 for contributions. 

Mr. Landon. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Perhaps people will encourage more of that in the 
future, Mr. Landon. 

Now, do either — let me ask you this, I asked Ms. Foung, Mr. 
Landon, do you know an individual named Antonio Pan? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. I’m going to place on the screen now, if I can, some 
information. I need to know whether or not you have any knowl- 
edge with respect to some of the transactions surrounding these 
cashier’s checks. 

And I would ask that essentially there is information which has 
come to this committee in the course of its investigation thus far, 
and I would ask that exhibit 77, I believe it’s up there now on the 
screen. 

First of all, looking at the information from the Amerasia Bank 
in the State of New York, sort of tracking where this money came 
from that came to the two of you, it indicates that an individual 
named Antonio Pan opened an account at the Amerasia Bank with 
a deposit of $25,200 the same day of the cashier’s checks. And 
you’ll notice that the address at the top there of that account is 
listed as Hong Kong in the bank records. 

Do you see that there, Ms. Foung? The second line down under- 
neath the name. Pan, Antonio, there’s reference to Central Hong 
Kong on the second line. 

[Exhibit 77 follows:] 




IMSTftUCTtOflS 


JOM ACCOIMT COUPlfTE 

MIVIOCML TfiUST COUPlETE ^ 

X)9/T ACCO»JNT.7RUST.._ COMPUTE ‘A* i *«• 



50CML SECURrTT NO. 











110 


Ms. Foung. ok. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you see that? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And, Mr. London, do you see that? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Does that name, again the name, Antonio Pan, 
does not register with either one of you, correct? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. How about the address in Hong Kong? Do you 
know anyone at that address, Ms. Foung? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Landon? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. For your purposes, exhibit 78 — if we put 78 on the 
screen — I believe some of these were matters that we went over 
with you both last week in California; is that correct? 

[Exhibit 78 follows:] 
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Ms. Foung. When we were in California. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. I’m trying to go — if you don’t understand my ques- 
tions, Ms. Foung, let me know and Mr. Landon. Exhibit 78 indi- 
cates that on the same day that that account was opened by Mr. 
Pan and some attaching documents would show that within a mat- 
ter of minutes after the $25,000 was placed into that account, the 
cashier’s checks were written and only $200 was left in the ac- 
count. Have you all ever received any further funds from that par- 
ticular account, from that account at the Amerasia Bank in New 
York? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. One second, please. Ms. Foung, after you made the 
$12,500 February contribution to the Democratic National Com- 
mittee, did there come a time when you had any further political 
involvement in either attending events or making political con- 
tributions? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And what event did you attend? Specifically, di- 
recting your attention to March 1996, there was a fund-raising 
event in Hillsboro, CA; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. At the time, I didn’t know it was fund-raising. 

Mr. Bennett. Let me ask you this, there was an event that you 
attended in which you had the opportunity to meet President Clin- 
ton; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And that, I believe, would have been approxi- 
mately March 1996 in Hillsborough, CA. 

Ms. Foung. That’s right. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Landon, did you attend that event as well? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. I got as far as the parking lot. 

Mr. Bennett. You got as far as the parking lot. 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. They wouldn’t let you go in. 

Mr. Landon. I just drove Ms. Foung. 

Mr. Bennett. I understand. You weren’t invited. Ms. Foung was. 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. Ms. Foung, did Mr. Landon wait for you until the 
event was over? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Did you at that time meet an individual or talk 
to an individual named John Huang in connection with that event? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. How did you speak with Mr. Huang? What caused 
you to speak with him? 

Ms. Foung. What do you mean by that? 

Mr. Bennett. Did you know Mr. Huang prior to March 1996? 

Ms. Foung. No, I spoke to him over the phone. 

Mr. Bennett. Had you ever heard of Mr. Huang? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. And what was the purpose of his call? 
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Ms. Foung. He asked for some background information for a se- 
curity clearance to attend that event. 

Mr. Bennett. And exactly who asked you to attend the event 
given that you haven’t been politically active except for writing the 
check and being reimbursed the month before? Did your brother 
talk to you about attending this event? 

Ms. Foung. Yes, he called me. 

Mr. Bennett. And did he tell you that Mr. Huang would be call- 
ing you? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t remember. 

Mr. Bennett. So you were ready for a call from Mr. Huang as 
a result of your brother putting you on notice that someone would 
be calling you. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And did your brother ask that you attend the 
event? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Did you need to make any contribution to attend 
the event? 

Ms. Foung. Nobody mentioned anything about it. 

Mr. Bennett. When you attended, you ultimately did attend this 
event? Did you meet Mr. John Huang at the fund-raising event in 
Hillsborough, CA? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Was President Clinton also at this event? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, Ms. Foung, you had occasion to especially 
speak with the President, at that time to President Clinton; is that 
correct? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, I think some other Members may have fol- 
lowup questions in terms of your conversations with President 
Clinton, so I’ll move on. But let me ask you this, after this fund- 
raising event in March 1996, Mr. Landon, did you have any further 
political involvement in terms of driving Ms. Foung to any other 
political events? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Have you attended any other political events? 

Mr. Landon. Just this one. 

Mr. Bennett. Well, let me ask you this, Mr. Landon, did any- 
body ask — did you have to pay to get in here today? Did anybody 
ask you? Apart from Mr. Sollers, I don’t want you to get into that. 
You may have paid more than the rest of us for that. 

Ms. Foung, I would like to turn your attention now to August 
1996. Let me make sure that we’re clear, apart from the February 
1996 payment of $12,000, $12,500 to which you were reimbursed 
from the money from Mr. Pan and apart from the March 1996 
event in Hillsborough, CA, did you have any other political involve- 
ment in 1996 with respect to any other political candidates, to your 
knowledge? 

Ms. Foung. No, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Directing your attention to August 1996, did you 
in fact at that time make a second contribution at the request of 
your brother? 
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Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, directing your attention to exhibit 93, which 
I believe is on the screen, exhibit 93, in fact, is a check written out 
to the Birthday Victory Trust. Do you see that on your check? 
[Exhibit 93 follows:] 
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Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And that is, in fact, your check? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. What was the reason for your preparing this 
check, Ms. Foung? 

Ms. Foung. My brother called me to see if I would advance the 
check. 

Mr. Bennett. And was there indication that you were going to 
be immediately reimbursed as you were for the first check? 

Ms. Foung. Say that again. 

Mr. Bennett. Was there an understanding that you were going 
to pay this money yourself or you were going to get the money 
back? 

Ms. Foung. I would be reimbursed, yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And who told you that you were going to be reim- 
bursed? 

Ms. Foung. My brother. 

Mr. Bennett. And did he indicate how quickly he was going to 
reimburse you? 

Ms. Foung. No. But I trust he will take care of it. 

Mr. Bennett. And, in fact, did you have $10,000 in your account 
at that time to pay to the Presidential Victory Trust? 

Ms. Foung. I might. I might not. I couldn’t remember. 

Mr. Bennett. We’ll go through some records in a minute. But, 
in fact, you were reimbursed the very same day, weren’t you, when 
you wrote the check? 

Ms. Foung. According to the bank statement, yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And I note that on that check, Ms. Foung, along 
with making it payable to the Birthday Victory Trust, were you 
aware of any birthday celebration or fund-raising event in connec- 
tion with the President’s birthday in August 1996? 

Ms. Foung. Not very much, not, in fact, not really. 

Mr. Bennett. I’m sorry did you, in fact, or were you invited to 
attend an event in New York City with connection with this event? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. And I notice that the word “Federal” is written on 
the bottom left-hand corner of the check that’s on the screen now. 
Do you see where the word “Federal” is written on the lower left- 
hand corner? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Why did you write the word “Federal” on that 
check? 

Ms. Foung. I was told. 

Mr. Bennett. You were told by whom? 

Ms. Foung. By my brother. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, looking at exhibit 94, on the projector screen, 
in fact, there is a record of a wire transfer to you from the Riggs 
National Bank, which, in fact, went into your account that same 
day in August 1996. Is that correct, Ms. Foung? 

[Exhibit 94 follows:] 
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Ms. Foung. The document there, yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And according to your records, you were imme- 
diately reimbursed the same day for this $10,000 check, as your 
brother promised; is that right? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, do you know an individual named Ng Lap 
Seng, sometimes known as Mr. Wu, Ms. Foung? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Have you ever heard the name before? 

Ms. Foung. Not before the deposition. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you know the individual — that individual from 
whose account this money apparently came into your account? Did 
you have any knowledge of the transfer of money from Riggs Na- 
tional Bank here in Washington to your account in connection with 
Ng Lap Seng? 

Ms. Foung. No. My brother does do business in China, Taiwan, 
Hong Kong, all different places. So I assume that was his bank 
back there, that he uses. 

Mr. Bennett. I am going to ask if you can now look at exhibit 
96 and ask if you have any knowledge or information concerning 
some of the financial transactions. I know it is somewhat com- 
plicated, Ms. Foung, but if you will just look at this to make sure 
that you cannot provide the members of the committee with any in- 
formation. 

There was, in fact, almost $200,000 wired from the Bank of 
China in Macao to the Watergate branch of the Riggs National 
Bank. Did your brother at any time in his conversations make ref- 
erence, if not to Mr. Wu or Ng Lap Seng, if he made reference to 
the Riggs National Bank at any time with you? 

[Exhibit 96 follows:] 
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Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. It was sent from the account of a company on the 
document — again, if you can look closely at it, a company called 
Investimento E Fomento to the account of your brother and Ng Lap 
Seng. Do you have any knowledge of the company Investimento E 
Fomento? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Have you ever heard your brother talk about that 
company? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. You can say — apparently according to the records 
of this committee, available to both the majority and minority 
Members, it was from this account that the $10,000 was wired to 
you. 

Finally, Ms. Foung, if I can put up exhibit 97 on the chart, and 
looking at exhibit 97, just again for your purposes, you will note 
that it does, in fact, indicate that the same day, on August 15, 
1996, that you wrote out the check to President Clinton’s birthday 
party at your brother’s request; that you received the wire transfer 
in that amount. Do you see that there? 

[Exhibit 97 follows:] 
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Ms. Foung. I remember in the past when we discussed this, the 
check was written first. I guess it just come to my bank at the 
same time. 

Mr. Bennett. Finally, Ms. Foung, I will show you exhibit — I 
think it is marked C-28. Just so you understand, it is evidence be- 
fore this committee at this time, in terms of the flow of money into 
a foreign account into an account here into this country, and ulti- 
mately into your account, from the Bank of China over to your 
brother and through accounts over to your account. 

Has your brother ever spoken to you about any foreign bank ac- 
counts? 

[Exhibit C-28 follows:] 
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Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Has your brother ever discussed with you the 
source of money in terms of how he would have access to any 
amounts of money in terms of international wire transfers? 

Ms. Foung. No. But for business purpose, I am sure there is a 
reason. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe my time has now expired, Mr. Chairman. 

Thank you, Ms. Trie. 

Thank you, Mr. Landon. 

Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. We now have a vote on. What I would like to do, 
if it is all right with the minority, is to keep the questioning going; 
and those of us who want to run and vote right now, may. We will 
put somebody else in the Chair temporarily while I go vote, and 
then I will come back and then they can go vote, if that is all right. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I plan to pursue the questioning, 
and I have to vote and I prefer to start and not he interrupted. So 
if you would permit, let’s vote and I will get back here as soon as 
I possibly can. 

Mr. Burton. The Chair will stand in recess until the call of the 
gavel. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. The committee will come to order. When we re- 
cessed, the general counsel for the committee, Mr. Bennett, con- 
cluded his first half-hour. We will now yield to the ranking minor- 
ity member for his half-hour. 

Mr. Waxman. Ms. Foung and Mr. Landon, welcome to our hear- 
ing today. I appreciate your being here. As I mentioned to you dur- 
ing the recess, I am also from California and lived in Sacramento 
for a period of time. It’s a lovely place, and was also a long distance 
to travel to be here. 

When lawyers go into a court of law, if there is something not 
in dispute they have something they call “stipulate.” In other 
words, they don’t fight over every fact. They say we will stipulate 
to this fact. And we could have stipulated to everything you had 
to say as factual. 

The Senate had a hearing. I don’t know if either of you have 
been following the Senate hearings, but they had a hearing on July 
29th. 

Ms. Foung, are you — were you watching these Senate hearings? 
Are you familiar with them? 

Ms. Foung. Not until after I was involved. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, they had a hearing on the same subject, 
whether your brother had given money to pay for contributions 
that others had made. And they had a hearing on July 29th and 
had two witnesses, that I mentioned in my opening statements, 
testify; and I have to say that you have less knowledge about this 
whole business than those two witnesses. So we learned more than 
what you have told us. 

We already knew, in fact, what you have said to us about the 
fact that contributions had been made and that your brother was 
responsible for reimbursing the people that made the contributions. 
The reason I raise that issue is, it just seems to me a real waste 
to have this hearing, have you come all the way from Sacramento, 
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CA, and tell the committee information that we already know 
about. 

We ought to be advancing our knowledge about the campaign fi- 
nance matters rather than spend taxpayers’ dollars to learn what 
we already knew. 

Ms. Foung, I would like to begin by cutting to the heart of the 
committee’s investigation. On June 20th, Chairman Burton stated 
on the floor of the House — and I want to quote — he said, “We are 
investigating a possible massive scheme of funneling millions of 
dollars in foreign money into the U.S. electoral system. We are in- 
vestigating allegations that the Chinese Government at the highest 
levels decided to infiltrate our political system,” end quote. 

Ms. Foung, Charlie Trie is your brother. You have known him 
your whole life. Do you have any reason to believe that he is an 
agent or spy of the Chinese Government? 

Ms. Foung. No, sir, not at all. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you have any reason to believe he is part of a 
massive scheme by the Chinese Government to influence our polit- 
ical system? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Waxman. And I assume, Mr. Landon, you wouldn’t answer 
any differently? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. As you testified this morning, I think you gave us 
good testimony, very direct. I had heard both of you had done that 
in your depositions, from my staff who were out there in California 
for those depositions, and you were straightforward. And I thought 
to myself, what if my sister had been called to answer questions 
about me? 

We are very close, but I don’t think she knows much about me, 
but I know how she would react if somebody called me a spy. How 
do you feel about these kinds of accusations? 

Ms. Foung. I have a lot of respect for this place, but I really felt 
my brother was overestimated, and the — whatever you call the 
Government or public official is underestimated, to believe that he 
could influence a big country, the biggest country in the world, like 
this by — according to the newspaper, his biggest contribution was 
$600,000. 

And knowing him for all my life, he has been nothing but a won- 
derful person to me, to everybody else. He would do anything for 
people, never expect anything in return. He has done everything 
that I asked for, or I don’t ask for it, to help me, to take care of 
me as a little sister. 

So I really don’t know what to say about it. 

Mr. Waxman. You don’t believe he is a spy. You don’t know 
whether he is a spy, but you certainly don’t believe he is a spy? 

Ms. Foung. He is not material for that kind of thing. Ninety per- 
cent of the time he left the house, he couldn’t even find his key. 
He is not a spy material, I guarantee you. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me ask you some questions about the money. 

The majority has tried to track down the source of the money 
that you were paid by your brother. And their effort has yielded 
the same results that the Senate efforts yielded last July. The 
money that appears to have come from a Bank of China account 
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in Macao, and this bank account apparently belonged to Ng Lap 
Seng. Do you know Ng Lap Seng, sometimes called Mr. Wu? 

Ms. Foung. No, I don’t; never heard of him. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever met or talked to him, to your 
knowledge? 

Ms. Foung. Not as I can remember. 

Mr. Waxman. My understanding is, he might have been a busi- 
ness associate of your brother. Do you have any knowledge about 
your brother’s business dealings with him? 

Ms. Foung. Not to him. I just — I was under the impression that 
my brother was a successful businessman, and I was happy for 
him; but other than that, the detail of his business or what does 
he do when he travels is really none of my business, so I never 
really asked that question. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you have any knowledge at all about the source 
of money that was used to reimburse your contribution? 

Ms. Foung. No. I thought it was his, or part of the business. I 
really don’t understand all this. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Landon, those same questions? 

Mr. Landon. The source? 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know Mr. Ng Lap Seng? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. To your knowledge, you never met him? 

Mr. Landon. Never. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know the source of the contribution, other 
than Ms. Leung’s brother? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. One of the contributions that you made for her 
brother was a contribution for $12,500 on February 18, 1996. This 
contribution was for a fund-raiser at the Hay-Adams Hotel in 
Washington, DC, on February 19th. 

Did either of you attend that fund-raiser at the Hay-Adams Hotel 
in Washington? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Ms. Foung. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. In the Senate hearings, two witnesses testified you 
made contributions for the same event after being asked by your 
brother to do so, and these witnesses were Yue Chi and Xi Ping 
Wang. These witnesses also were reimbursed for these contribu- 
tions. Do you know either of these two people? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, in the Senate hearing, these two witnesses 
explained why they were asked to make the conduit contribution. 
These witnesses both said that they were asked to make their con- 
tributions so that a man named Ng Lap Seng could attend the 
fund-raiser and meet the President. 

Did your brother tell you that your contribution was so that Ng 
Lap Seng could go to the Hay-Adams Hotel fund-raiser? 

Ms. Foung. No, not at all. We didn’t even know — I didn’t even 
know anything about the fund-raising event. 

Mr. Waxman. Did he give you any explanation at all about why 
he was asking you to make the contribution? 
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Ms. Foung. I cannot remember the exact conversation we had, 
but it seems like the check has to be in by a certain day or some- 
thing like that; and at the time, to me, there is no difference than 
I advanced the check for him for a utility bill or a house payment. 
I didn’t understand anything about the fund-raising or anything 
like that. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Landon, did you get any explanation of why 
you were asked to write this check? 

Mr. Landon. I — it was stated to me it was for a Washington, DC, 
function, and it was coming from someone overseas that wasn’t 
able to be there in time. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you talk to Mr. Trie directly or iust through 
Ms. Foung? 

Mr. Landon. Ms. Foung. 

Mr. Waxman. I would like to ask you briefly whether you have 
knowledge about your brother’s activities that you think would be 
useful to this committee. Let me ask you — I guess you have said 
this before — how often do you talk with him? 

Ms. Foung. Talk to him directly, I want to say three, four times 
a year. A lot of times he calls me he left messages on the answer- 
ing machine to say, I am just calling you to say hello, because I 
work all the time and because the time difference with overseas, 
he never knows whether I am home or not. So he just occasionally 
called to let me know that he is fine or if I am fine. 

Mr. Waxman. One of the companies your brother is involved in 
is the Sin Kin Yap Corp. Have you ever heard of it? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever heard of it? 

Mr. Landon. Never heard of it. 

Mr. Waxman. Another company he is associated with is the 
America-Asia Trade Center. Have you ever heard of this? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Landon. Never heard of it. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever discussed any of your brother’s 
business trips to Hong Kong or China with him? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Landon? 

Mr. Landon. Never spoke to him about it. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you even know the names of your brother’s 
business associates? 

Ms. Foung. I am sorry? 

Mr. Waxman. Do you even know the names of your brother’s 
business associates? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Back in 1995 — no, back in Christmas of 1994, I went to Little 
Rock to visit my mother, and he took me to his office and I met 
all of his employees. There was about 1 in 10 — maybe 10 or 15 of 
them, but I don’t remember it — I don’t remember it. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me switch over to your knowledge of your 
brother’s political activities. 

First, let me ask you, you are not politically active yourselves, 
are you? 

Ms. Foung. No, sir. 

Mr. Landon. No. 
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Mr. Waxman. Do you discuss politics with your brother? 

Ms. Foung. No, never. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Landon? 

Mr. Landon. Never. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever discussed with your brother his in- 
volvement in President Clinton’s 1992 and 1996 campaigns? 

Ms. Foung. Not in depth. He might have mentioned — he never 
even emphasized that much about they were good friends or any- 
thing like that. 

Mr. Waxman. He didn’t think he could impress you? 

Ms. Foung. The — not really, not really in depth. We really didn’t 
have the time to talk about things like that. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you have any knowledge that your brother was 
trying to raise money for the President’s legal expense trust? 

Ms. Foung. No, I didn’t know. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Landon? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Aside from the two times that your brother asked 
you to make campaign contributions for him, do you have any 
knowledge at all about your brother’s political fund-raising activi- 
ties? 

Ms. Foung. No, not at all. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Landon, you have heard this question I just 
asked. Is your answer the same? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir, it is. 

Mr. Waxman. In fact, Mr. Landon, I believe that you testified at 
your deposition that when you made your contribution, you didn’t 
even know what the initials “DNC” stood for; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, after asking these questions, I real- 
ly must say that I am really at a loss as to why we called these 
witnesses here today. Months ago, the Senate heard testimony 
from witnesses who knew a lot more about Charlie Trie’s activities 
than these two witnesses. 

We have spent millions of dollars on this investigation. We have 
been at work nearly a year with no hearings. If this is all we have 
to show for it, I find it hard to see how the taxpayer is being well 
served. 

I still have time, and I want to yield to Mr. Condit for some ques- 
tions. 

Mr. Burton. Will the gentleman yield real briefly for me? 

Mr. Waxman. Well, we have our time allocated. 

Mr. Burton. That’s fine. 

Mr. Waxman. And I think we should pursue it here. 

Mr. Condit. Thank you, Mr. Waxman. I would like to first thank 
both the witnesses for being here today. I know you are here at 
great personal inconvenience, and I appreciate your being here 
very much. 

I have just a few questions and they will go pretty quick. I would 
like to first start with Ms. Foung and go through the series of ques- 
tions with her and then, Mr. Landon, I will get to you. 

Ms. Foung, have you been asked for information by any other in- 
vestigative body or have you testified before any other body besides 
this committee? 
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Ms. Foung. No. No. 

Oh, I am sorry. The grand jury, I 

Mr. CoNDiT. So, on the record, you have appeared before the 
grand jury, the Department of Justice grand jury; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. CoNDiT. Have other’s requests for information overlapped 
with requests by this committee? In other words, are they asking 
for the same questions or the same types of questions or the same 
material that we have asked this morning? 

Ms. Foung. You mean besides the investigator that came over 
and the attorney? 

Mr. CoNDiT. The other 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. CONDiT. Are we asking similar questions, the same questions 
that you have already been asked by the Department of Justice 
and the grand jury? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. CONDiT. So you — on the record, you are saying that the ques- 
tions we are asking this morning are similar or the same as you 
have been asked by the other bodies; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. CONDiT. Can you estimate for me how much time you have 
spent responding to this committee’s requests for information? 

Ms. Foung. Do you mean including the flying back and forth to 
DC? 

Mr. CoNDiT. Yes, ma’am. 

Ms. Foung. Just coming here each time we will start 7 a.m., and 
we get here 7 p.m., and same thing for the returns, about an 8- 
hour flight. I have been to DC twice; and I try to minimize the 
amount of time that I have lost on my job, so I usually do it in 2 
days, coming 1 day and returning 1 day. 

We had two trips here. Then we had the deposition in my attor- 
ney’s office, numerous phone calls, and try to gather together infor- 
mation that was requested. 

I am sorry. I didn’t keep a log of it, account of it. 

Mr. CONDiT. Would you say that it is a lot of time? How much 
work have you missed? Have you calculated how much work you 
have missed because of being deposed? 

Ms. Foung. Five days. 

Mr. CoNDiT. Five days? 

Ms. Foung. Minimum, yes. 

Mr. CoNDiT. Have you been reimbursed by anyone for that loss 
of time and for your cost of being here? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. CoNDiT. Has being here and testifying before this committee, 
appearing before the grand jury caused you any problems at your 
job? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. CONDiT. Can you clarify for us what those problems might 
be? 

Ms. Foung. I had a perfect attendance at my job for every year 
that I was there; and now I have to take time off, which I feel ter- 
ribly about it and the loss of wages, or my vacation time I have 
to use. It is just no use to get into. 
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Mr. CONDIT. Can you respond to all the publicity that you have 
received because you have been here? How has that affected your 
life and your children’s life? 

Ms. Foung. That’s the reason I requested not to be broadcast or 
anything because I never was looking for — never cared for pub- 
licity, and I would rather just be my own — I have very private life. 
I would just rather keep it that way. And since I was forced to 
come here, I tried to limit the damage in that respect as minimum 
as I could. 

Mr. CoNDiT. Have you — obviously you have incurred some ex- 
pense by coming here and all the things that you have had to do 
for this committee. Have you — can you tabulate for us or give us 
an estimate of how much you have spent in preparing materials, 
legal counsel, travel, hotel expense? Can you tell us how much ap- 
proximately you have spent? 

Ms. Foung. To the best — I understood all the expense, as far as 
the travel and hotel is being — is paid for. Right? I mean, I haven’t 
seen the reimbursement, but I understood it will be reimbursed. 

Mr. CONDiT. Can you clarify that for me? Who is reimbursing you 
for the cost of that? 

Ms. Foung. My last trip, I understand, will be reimbursed by the 
Department of Justice and this trip will be reimbursed by the com- 
mittee or something. 

Mr. Burton. Point of order. Just for the gentleman’s edification, 
the committee is going to be paying their expenses as part of the 
expenses of the trip for all witnesses. 

Mr. CoNDiT. Well, let me finish this and I may have an attitude 
or a problem or a sug:gestion or a question about that. 

Let me finish up with Mr. Landon. 

I — first of all, Ms. Foung, thank you very much. I know this has 
been a hardship on you and I appreciate you being here very much 
and I appreciate you trying to be as candid as you can with the 
questions. 

I would like to ask Mr. Landon, if I can, have you ever been 
asked by any other official investigative body to testify or provide 
information on matters being investigated by this committee? In 
other words, are we duplicating the other committees? Can you re- 
spond to that? 

Mr. Landon. Some of the questions are the same, but I am talk- 
ing a lot less here. 

Mr. CONDiT. Are you — can you tell me, identify for me, what 
other committees you have appeared before? 

Mr. Landon. The Department of Justice, I went before the grand 
jury, and the attorneys in Sacramento during the deposition. 

Mr. CONDiT. And can you clarify for me, maybe in a little more 
detail, have there been requests for information of this committee 
that overlapped the requests of the other bodies? 

Mr. Landon. Some of the questions are close to being the same. 

Mr. CONDiT. Have you provided documents, information or testi- 
mony to this committee that you have previously provided to other 
investigative bodies? The answer would be, yes, I take it? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. CONDiT. Can you estimate how much time you have spent 
in responding to requests from this committee? 



131 


Mr. Landon. The same as Ms. Foung. 

Mr. CoNDiT. She has missed 5 days of work and travel time. Was 
that similar? 

Ms. Foung. Four to — 4 days travel time, yes, sir. 

Mr. CONDiT. Time off work? 

Mr. Landon. I took vacation. 

Mr. CoNDiT. Heck of a way to spend your vacation. 

Have you incurred expense in responding to demands from this 
committee? 

Mr. Landon. Rooms, taxis and so forth. 

Mr. CONDiT. Are you being reimbursed? 

Mr. Landon. I haven’t. 

Mr. CONDiT. Has anyone indicated to you that you are being re- 
imbursed? 

Mr. Landon. The possibility was mentioned, but I don’t know by 
who. 

Mr. CONDiT. Do you think you should be reimbursed? 

Mr. Landon. Well, I don’t know. 

Mr. CONDiT. Well, Mr. Chairman, I just want to reiterate my ear- 
lier statement regarding the unnecessary burden that I think we 
have placed on these two individuals and our ranking member, Mr. 
Waxman, I think, pointed out earlier that he is not real sure why 
these two people are here, because in all due respect to them, and 
I don’t mean this in any bad way at all, but they really have not 
added anything new that we didn’t already know. 

Once again, I think that we have indicated — it indicated to us 
that we have sort of flattened out here. This has not offered us any 
new information that we didn’t already know and I think it is a 
great expense to these two people, not to mention the inconven- 
ience on their personal life to have to come here. I am real sad- 
dened that we have started this hearing off like this. It proves that 
we could have taken the other road and the other road would have 
been to have been cooperative and not duplicate what the other 
body is doing, and I think this is evidence that we have got mas- 
sive problems with duplication of witnesses and information and on 
and so forth. 

The other thing I would like to add, what is going to be the pol- 
icy? Mr. Waxman, can I 

Mr. Waxman. Well, let me ask this of you. I think we ought to 
have an answer to that question, but I do want to yield to other 
Members while these witnesses are here 

Mr. CoNDiT. OK. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. To pursue any matters they want to 
ask of the witnesses. Then we ought to pursue from the chairman 
what our policy is going to be. 

Mr. CoNDiT. OK. 

Mr. Waxman. Because we are clearly inconveniencing a lot of 
people and causing them to spend money. 

Mr. Lantos, I want to yield to you. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you very much, Mr. Waxman. 

We are dealing with conduit payments in the 1996 Presidential 
race, and as I raised the point yesterday, a company in Pennsyl- 
vania, a landfill company, paid $8 million in fines for making ille- 
gal conduit payments. 
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Now, one of the items that the other side repeatedly raises is 
that we are talking about the notion that, well, mayhe there are 
problems, but everybody does it and, of course, they very self-right- 
eously say, but of course, everybody doesn’t do it. 

Well, on the front page of the Washington Post, the story details, 
how the Dole-Kemp campaign received $80,000 in conduit pay- 
ments, the Clinton-Gore campaign only $10,000 in conduit pay- 
ments from this landfill company. And then it goes on to tell us 
that six Republicans: Senator Specter, Senator Santorum, Senate 
candidates Haytaian and DuHaime and Congressmen Fox and 
Paxon combined received $35,000 and two Members of Congress, 
who are Democrats, Mr. Baucus of Montana and Mr. Pallone, re- 
ceived a total of $4,000. 

Now, it seems to me that there are two ways of dealing with 
these issues and with these facts. It so happens that having served 
with former Vice Presidential Candidate Jack Kemp and with Vice 
President Gore, those two are good friends of mine. I think Mr. 
Clinton and Mr. Dole would also qualify as friends. 

There is no doubt in my mind that not one of those four gentle- 
men would, for a moment, have entertained the notion of having 
their campaign committees receive conduit payments, for two rea- 
sons: 

First, because they are honest people, and this is against the 
law. And I would bet my bottom dollar that Dole and Clinton and 
Gore and Kemp have the same view that every Member of this 
body has, that we would not engage in illegal transactions. Receiv- 
ing conduit payments is an illegal transaction. 

The second reason why they would never do it, of course, is be- 
cause this is absurd and counterproductive. This can cost them the 
election, unbelievable embarrassment afterwards as we are now 
seeing. 

It seems to me that this morning I got my answer as to whether 
this is Alice in Wonderland or the Theater of the Absurd. 

I want to express my apology to the two of you. You are two fine 
citizens. You should be more politically involved and active than 
you have been. I am a little disappointed that you are as apolitical 
as you obviously are. You should be making contributions to the 
party of your choice. You should support candidates vigorously of 
your choice and that’s really the only disappointment I have; that 
you are wonderful people, hard-working, honest and all that, but 
you are nonpolitical and perhaps — and perhaps this experience will 
make you want to become politically more active, so such Theaters 
of the Absurd will not be inflicted upon others. 

I might mention, by the way, that the party you attended, Ms. 
Foung — and you got to the parking lot, I understand, Mr. Landon — 
in the town of Hillsborough is my hometown, but I was not invited 
to the party. So I met neither of you; nor the President nor any- 
body else who was at that event. 

I must say that this hearing is so profoundly embarrassing and 
disappointing. Not a single shred of new fact or evidence has come 
forward and here we are going through this circus. 

Now, since the circus also relates to the Bank of China, I would 
like to request that a letter to our ranking minority member from 
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Professor Naughton of the University of California at San Diego be 
admitted in the record. 

Mr. Burton. Reserving the right to object, may I see the letter, 
please? 

Mr. Lantos. You certainly may. 

This letter outlines Professor Naughton’s understanding of the 
Bank of China which, of course, is one of the large international 
banks on the face of this planet with 12,300 offices in China, 525 
branches overseas, including two branches in New York City and 
one in California. 

Presumably, Professor Naughton says, anyone, including you or 
I could walk into the New York branch on Madison Avenue and 
open an account. 

I think it is sort of important for all of us who are looking at 
these issues with a degree of maturity and knowledge and under- 
standing is to recognize that while there are probably not many in 
the Congress who are as opposed to the policies of the current 
China — Government in China as I am, it is important to realize 
that the Bank of China, quoting again, “it is unreasonable to as- 
sume that the Chinese Government or its officials would have di- 
rect knowledge of any individual wire transfer or any other trans- 
action from an individual or corporate commercial account at the 
Bank of China. Such transfers are routine and occur millions of 
times each day at the bank.” 

There is nothing to prevent the Chinese Government from using 
the Bank of China to transfer funds internationally, but it is equal- 
ly true that the Chinese Government could just as well use any 
other international commercial bank for the same purpose. 

Now, the point of my raising this issue is very simple. I detest 
the Government in China. Unlike some — many of my colleagues 
here, I have voted against Most Favored Nation treatment and I 
will vote for the package of anti-Beijing measures that we will be 
debating on the floor soon. And it was my resolution that resulted 
in the President of Taiwan being allowed to get a visa and come 
to Cornell to obtain his honorary doctorate. So I have very little 
good to say about the Chinese Government. But I think it is part 
and parcel of this attempt to blow smoke and create this mys- 
terious impression that since the transfer came from the Bank of 
China, this, chances are, could be Chinese Government money. 

Well, it could be, but it could just as well be money of an Amer- 
ican business corporation or a citizen of any country who chose to 
engage in the transfer. 

I again ask, Mr. Chairman, to place the letter in the record. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The letter referred to follows:] 



134 


UNIVERSrrV of CAUFORNIA, SAN DDEGO 


iltXiUY • OAVtf • litVtKi • LOSAHCgeS » UVEMIM • tANOCCO . LOJfRAMOBCO IamtaMMaAa . lAMTXCSW 



CBADUaTS SCHOOL OP INTERNATIONAL RELATIONS Uhm(gsrryQi;fLAIiBQPKiTA,<AMp fpr7g 

AND PACIFIC STUDIES 9S00 GILMAN DBIVB 

U JOLLA, CALIFORNIA. 9209^0519 
<619)S34*24ai FAX{61$)534-»39 
bntughtMT9ucsd.edu 

Barry Naughton, Associate Prqfessor 


October 8, 1997 


The Honorable Henry A. Waxman 

Ranking Minority Member 

U5. House of Representatives 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 

B-350A Rayburn House Office Building 

Washington, DC 20515 


Dear Representative Wajonan, 

I am writing in response to your inquiry as to the operations of the Bank of China (BoC). I am 
an Associate Professor at the Graduate School of fntemational Relations and Padfic Studies at 
the University of California, San Diego. I am an economist who has researched the Chinese 
economy for fifteen years. I have written a comprehensive study of Chinese economic reforms 
(published by Cambridge University Press), entrtted Gnming Out ifiht Plan; Chinese Eamcmic 
Kt^vrm 197S~1$9X which won the Masayoshi Ohira memorial prize In 1996. In addition, I have 
edited two volumes of studies of the Chinese economy, and published over thirty arficles in 
academic journals anri etllted volumes. 

As I understand, the Committee on Government Reforai and Oversight is invesligating 
can^aign finance violations that may have occurred during the 1996 U.S. presidential election. 
I also understand that witnesses testiiying may testify that they made conduit contributions, 
which might have originated from individuals or corporate accormts at the Bank of China. I 
would like to provide you with some information which would shed light cm the ccmmerdal 
structure and activities of the Bank of China. 

First, the Bank's activities are not limited to Chinese government accounts. The Bank of China 
(BoC) is one of four "specialist " bairks, along witti the Industrial and (Tommerdal Bank of 
China, the Agricultural Bank of China, and the People's Construction Bank of China, which 
operates under the auspices of The People's Bank of Qriina, the central bank of Qiina. Though 
the BoC is technically a government entity, it is the SOth-largest commercial bank in the world 
with millions of private personal accormts, and is by far the most international of all of China's 
banks. Indeed, approximately 80% of its deposits and lending are made In foreign currency. 
Furthermore, the BoC maintains an extremely high ratio of foreign to domestic currency, and 
had the highest ratio in die world in 1994. 
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Secondly, tlie BoC has a global pres^ce. More than one-quarter of its operations are 
conducted in Hong Kong and Macau. It has some 12,300 offices in China and 525 branches 
overseas, including two branches in New York City and one in California. Branches can accept 
personal deposits, make loans, or receive wire transfers. Anyone, including you and X, could 
walk into the New York branch on Madison Avenue and open an account 

Thirdly, the Bank of China regularly deals with international and U3. firms. Though its 
primary customer base is naturally located in East Asia, it has sought to form ties with 
Western banks such as Citibank, and U.S. firms such as Cisco Systems Inc., a worldwide leader 
in networking for the Internet. Most 1/3. firms with a presence in China routinely open an 
account with the Bank of China. In addition, ofenr branches of the People's Bank of China 
have conducted business with Visa International Inc., Price Waterhouse, Morgan Stanley, and 
the Asian Development Bank. Bank of China shares are even sold on Hong Itong's Hang Seng 
stock market, under the ticker symbol (Q.BCH) 

As a result of the size and scope of commercial operations by the Bank of China, it is 
unreasonable to assume that the Chinese government or its o^dals would have direct 
knowledge of any individual wire ti'ansfer or any other transaction from an individual or 
corporate commercial account at the Bank of China. Such transfers are routine occur 

millions of times each day at the Bank. There is nothing to pievent the Chinese government 
from using the Bank cf China to transfer funds internationally, but it is equally true that the 
Chinese government could just as well use any other international commercial bank for the 
same purpose. 

1 hope that I have been of assistance in providing the Committee with insist as to the nature 
and activities of the Bank of China. 


Sincerely yours, 




Barry Naugnton ' [I 
University ca Cedifomia, oan Diego 
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Mr. Lantos. Final observation. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Lantos. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. I would just like to clarify one point before we go 
to our next questioner, and that is that the grand jury that is in- 
vestigating campaign finance problems came to us after we had 
started our investigation and found these witnesses and asked us 
for the information pertaining to Ms. Foung, Mr. Landon and Mr. 
Wang. 

We provided them with the information. The Justice Department 
asked us for information we had and not the other way around. 
And also, the information that goes to the grand jury is secret and 
it is not a two-way street. We gave to them. They cannot give to 
us. 

Mr. Cox, you are recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. Cox. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I have just a brief amount 
of time unlike the preceding questioners, so I will try and be brief 
in my questions and permit you to answer as fully as you can. 

On this last point, it is the case, is it not, that when this commit- 
tee’s investigators contacted both of you, you had not been con- 
tacted by either the FBI or the Justice Department? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Cox. But now that this committee has brought your identity 
as Charlie Trie’s sister to the attention of the authorities, they 
have contacted you; is that right? 

Let me rephrase the question. Have you been contacted by the 
FBI or the Justice Department? 

Ms. Foung. No, not by those two agencies. 

Mr. Landon. The Department of Justice asked for us to appear. 

Mr. Cox. So you have been contacted by the Justice Department, 
Mr. Landon. But you have not? 

Mr. Landon. Well, it was just a subpoena to go before the grand 
jury. 

Ms. Foung. Oh, so the FBI and Justice Department are the same 
thing? I thought they were two different 

Mr. Cox. Have you been contacted by either one? 

Ms. Foung. The Justice Department, yes. 

Mr. Cox. The Justice Department. OK. But we contacted you be- 
fore they did and they did not contact you before we did? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Cox. All right. I just want to straighten that out. 

I wonder if I might ask you, Ms. Foung, when you met President 
Clinton, did he say anything to you about your brother? 

Ms. Foung. Very briefly, something like the — ^your brother has 
been a — I don’t remember — a good friend or a close friend or a 
long-time friend for 20 years or two decades. 

Mr. Cox. He said that he had been a close friend of your broth- 
er’s for 20 years? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t remember if it was a good friend or a close 
friend. 

Mr. Cox. Either a good friend or a close friend? 

Ms. Foung. Or long-time friend, something like that. 
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Mr. Cox. All right. You said a moment ago that you think people 
overestimate your brother. What do you mean by that? 

Ms. Foung. The brother — my brother, the one I know, is just a 
down-to-earth, good person. 

Mr. Cox. Do you mean that he is not politically sophisticated? 

Ms. Foung. Not as I know of. 

Mr. Cox. Do you think it is odd for somebody who is not very 
sophisticated to be friends with the President of the United States? 

Ms. Foung. They both came from the same place. They met in 
his business as a restaurant owner. 

Mr. Cox. But your brother is not the kind of person who would 
be friends with other political figures? 

Ms. Foung. He never mentioned anything to me about it. 

Mr. Cox. So you wouldn’t say, for example, that he would be 
tight with officials of the Communist party or the People’s Republic 
of China? 

Ms. Foung. I have no knowledge of anything like that. 

Mr. Cox. Would it surprise you if he were? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Cox. Do you know how many legal political parties there are 
in the People’s Republic of China? 

Ms. Foung. I know there is Communist Red China and Taiwan 
is the Republic of China. 

Mr. Cox. Right. In the People’s Republic of China, there is just 
the Communist party, is that your understanding, as far as polit- 
ical parties go? 

Ms. Foung. That’s all I know of. 

Mr. Cox. So if you were friends with government officials in 
China, you would be friends with members of the Communist 
party, presumably, right? 

Ms. Foung. Do they have a Congress party? 

Mr. Cox. Communist party. That’s who runs the People’s Repub- 
lic of China. 

Ms. Foung. It is such a big country. I don’t know, how does it 
work? I really have no knowledge of that country. I was born in 
Taiwan. 

Mr. Cox. Earlier on, you were asked whether your brother might 
have any involvement with Communist officials in China, and I 
wonder — and I took it, you said, that you think not? 

Ms. Foung. Not that I am aware of. He never mentioned any- 
thing like that to me. 

Mr. Cox. Would it surprise you that he put out a bio on himself 
just a couple of years ago that says, “Over the course of time I have 
developed a personal relationship with a number of government of- 
ficials throughout China”? 

Ms. Foung. I have no comment. 

Mr. Cox. Is that a surprise to you? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Cox. It comes as a surprise? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Cox. Is it a surprise to you that he has moved to the People’s 
Republic of China? 

Ms. Foung. Is it surprise to me what? 
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Mr. Cox. That he moved there, that he lives there now? Had he 
ever lived there before? 

Ms. Foung. I understand he spent a lot of time there for busi- 
ness reasons. 

Mr. Cox. Was it ever his residence, his home? 

Ms. Foung. His residence is in Little Rock, AR, I thought. 

Mr. Cox. And he is a U.S. citizen, isn’t that right? 

Ms. Foung. Yes, that’s correct. 

Mr. Cox. So his moving to the People’s Republic of China, is that 
unusual? 

Ms. Foung. The way I understood it, it was for business reasons, 
for business needs. 

Mr. Cox. Now, you have talked to him a few times on the tele- 
phone and have done so regularly over the years. And when he 
talks to you, he is calling lately from the People’s Republic of 
China; isn’t that right? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t know. I only talked with him twice this year. 

Mr. Cox. Let me put up on the screen, if I might, the picture 
that shows where the money came from that you ended up giving 
to the DNC. 

You’re familiar with what’s in front of you on the TV screen, the 
$200,000 moved from the Bank of China in Macao, as the ranking 
member said — and he’s no more sure of it than I am, but it’s our 
suspicion that this money came from Ng Lap Seng, that $200,000 
moved from the Bank of China eventually to you. 

Are you familiar with how that works now, having had it all cov- 
ered in the weeks since we’ve contacted you? 

Ms. Foung. No. The screen is, the screen that you come up was. 
I’m looking at it. That’s all my knowledge. 

Mr. Cox. You don’t remember the questions that Mr. Bennett 
asked you? 

Ms. Foung. Could you repeat that question? 

Mr. Cox. Didn’t you just go over these transactions earlier? 

Ms. Foung. Yeah, we went over this screen before. 

Mr. Cox. Yes. Thank you very much. 

Now, you therefore understand at this point that you and Mr. 
Landon laundered $35,000? 

Ms. Foung. Could you repeat that? 

Mr. Cox. Are you familiar with these transactions now? 

Ms. Foung. I only am familiar with my part. 

Mr. Cox. Yes. And do you think that your part involved giving 
money through your checking account that wasn’t yours? 

Ms. Foung. Like I testified earlier, the only knowledge I have is, 
I have 

Mr. Cox. You’ve been granted immunity, so we’re not trying to 
trip you up. 

Ms. Foung. No, you’re not, but it seems like you’re putting words 
in my mouth that I have no idea of any laundering activity or any- 
thing like that. 

To me, I simply did my brother a favor; and I will do things for 
him because he’s done things for me over time as a family. 

Mr. Cox. Ms. Foung, I want to believe, as the minority has sug- 
gested, that you’re an honest person. 

Ms. Foung. I am. 
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Mr. Cox. And everyone in this room looking at this and under- 
standing these transactions and looking at the exhibits and looking 
at the checks and knowing that your brother promised to reim- 
burse you and did so, for amounts of money to you and Mr. Landon 
totaling $35,000, means that you laundered money. It wasn’t your 
money; it was somebody else’s money. 

You gave it politically. And I, for one, think that it’s one thing 
to not know it at the time; it’s another thing weeks later to suggest 
that you don’t know what the hell’s going on. At some point, it’s 
got to become clear, because I’d like to encourage you also to be in- 
volved in politics, but I don’t want to encourage you to be involved 
in politics if you still haven’t figured out that this is money laun- 
dering. 

It’s a serious problem to us because, according to our most recent 
information, over $900,000 went from Ng Lap Seng to your brother 
just in the years that he was raising money. You know that your 
brother was a 20-year friend of the President of the United States. 
You personally talked to the President of the United States about 
it. And I hope that, in addition to the information that you provide 
today, that you will work with us, because we’re after information 
from your brother who is now hiding in the People’s Republic of 
China. We want to get him back. It’s something of sufficient impor- 
tance that the President of the United States hopefully will raise 
it with Jiang Zemin when he is visiting in just a few weeks. 

So I look forward, particularly in light of the grant of immunity 
that the minority and majority Members agreed jointly to extend 
to both of you, to your thorough cooperation on this matter. I yield 
back. 

Ms. Foung. Could I respond to that? 

Mr. Cox. Of course you may respond. My time is up, but yours 
is not. 

Ms. Foung. First of all, I am a very honest person. I believe ev- 
erybody here already checked my background, checked my record. 
I’m clear as a piece of paper. Never had any unlawful activities. I’m 
a hard-working blue collar; and I pay my taxes, I pay my bills. And 
I don’t know what you are trying to say that I’m lying. I really can- 
not, even if I wanted to. 

I have no more information to offer to you than I already did. I 
don’t know anything. 

To me, my brother asked me for a favor, to advance a check. I 
didn’t even know what DNC means. I asked him, what does it 
mean? And I don’t know how else I can explain to you. 

Something like that really wasn’t important to me at all. And 
you make it like I should have known what’s going on. I didn’t 
care. This whole fund-raising thing is like a football game that I 
don’t understand. I’m not interested. I turn away every time it 
shows up on the TV. That’s the extent of my understanding of this 
whole thing. 

Mrs. Morella [presiding]. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I would now like to recognize Mr. Waxman for extended ques- 
tioning for 10 minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. Madam Chair, I’m going to have to hold on asking 
the questions, because we’ve got the people that we’re going to 
yield to running back onto the House floor. 
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Let me say, I don’t agree with anything that Mr. Cox just had 
to say to you and I want that very clear. We’re going to withhold 
on asking questions at this moment. 

Mrs. Morella. The committee will now recess subject to the call 
of the Chair. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton [presiding]. The committee will resume its business. 

Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

First of all, I want to note for the record that there’s been an- 
other violation of our committee rules. You told us a few minutes 
ago that you provided materials about these witnesses to the grand 
jury. Under paragraph C(3)(a) of the document protocol we adopted 
on April 10, the chairman is required to notify me before — at least 
24 hours prior to releasing committee documents. I did not receive 
any notice of this release, as required by our document protocol. 

And Mr. Chairman, I don’t think I would have objected, but I 
just wanted to point that out for the record. 

Mr. Burton. If the gentleman will yield real briefly? 

Mr. Waxman. Certainly. 

Mr. Burton. I stand corrected. The only thing we gave them 
were the names of these people, so they could contact them. I did 
not give them any documents. 

Mr. Waxman. All right. I’m pleased to hear that. 

Mr. Burton. Our document protocol allows us to give documents 
of any kind to law enforcement agencies. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I want to take issue with Mr. Cox’s 
inference about Charlie Trie’s connection to the Chinese Govern- 
ment. In the July 29 Senate hearing, it was revealed that Ng Lap 
Seng, sometimes referred to as Mr. Wu, sits on a local provincial 
advisory committee in China. This, of course, shouldn’t be sur- 
prising; since China is a Communist country, anyone wanting to do 
business with China would be foolish not to have some friends in 
government. However, this does not mean that Ng Lap Seng is a 
high-level Chinese official. 

It’s absurd to suggest that simply because Charlie Trie is a busi- 
ness partner of Ng Lap Seng that Charlie Trie has connections to 
the Chinese Central Committee. It’s like saying because someone 
is on a school board that therefore they know the President of the 
United States. 

As Ms. Foung correctly stated, China is a big country. There are, 
no doubt, millions of people who have some connection to the gov- 
ernment, as indeed 3 millions of people in the United States who 
have some connection to the Government, as there are millions of 
people in the United States who have some connection to the Gov- 
ernment as well. 

I want to yield now to the gentlelady from New York, Mrs. 
Maloney. 

Mrs. Maloney. Thank you. I would like to ask Manlin Foung, 
have you ever met the First Lady? 

Ms. Foung. No, ma’am. 

Mrs. Maloney. Have you ever met the Vice President? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mrs. Maloney. Have you ever been to the White House? 
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Ms. Foung. No. 

Mrs. Maloney. So I take it you’ve never had coffee at the White 
House? 

Ms. Foung. No, madam. 

Mrs. Maloney. And you never slept in the Lincoln Bedroom? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mrs. Maloney. Did you expect to receive any political favor as 
a result of your contribution? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mrs. Maloney. Did you ever ask anyone else to make a contribu- 
tion to the DNC? 

Ms. Foung. No, except Joe. 

Mrs. Maloney. Do you have any personal knowledge of any do- 
nations other than ones that you made and your friend, Mr. 
Landon? 

Ms. Foung. Not at all. 

Mrs. Maloney. I would like to ask Mr. Landon, did you ever ex- 
pect to receive any political favors as a result of your contribution? 

Mr. Landon. None. 

Mrs. Maloney. Did you ever ask anyone else to make a contribu- 
tion? 

Mr. Landon. No, ma’am. 

Mrs. Maloney. Do you have any personal knowledge of any do- 
nations other than the ones that you and Manlin made to the 
DNC? 

Mr. Landon. No. 

Mrs. Maloney. I have no further questions. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

I want to yield to Mr. Barrett. 

Mr. Barrett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

I, like probably most people in this room, have made mistakes in 
judgment in my life. And I will probably continue to make mistakes 
in judgment. In fact, when constituents from time to time either 
compliment me on the job I’m doing or am critical, I tell them, 
don’t worry, I will make a mistake someday. 

I believe that you both made a mistake. I don’t know whether — 
whether you knew it was wrong, but it was a mistake to do what 
you did for your brother. I probably would do the same for my 
brother if my brother asked me to do something. But it was a mis- 
take. 

My concern goes more to the fact that you made these contribu- 
tions, but to what it shows about our political system. And what 
concerns me about these hearings today is that it does, I think, 
quite effectively — and maybe some of my colleagues on this side of 
the aisle disagree, but I think it quite effectively shows some of the 
cancer in our system. 

It is wrong for the Democratic National Committee or wrong for 
anybody on this side of the aisle to take contributions that are not 
legally given. But this hearing process is a charade; and the reason 
it’s a charade is because someone in this room would be left to be- 
lieve that the Democrats are the bad guys and the Republicans are 
the good guys, and the reality couldn’t be further from the truth. 

We’ve heard people mention this morning the headline in the 
Washington Post today, and it talked about contributions, $120,000 



143 


in contributions, I think was the figure. $80,000 in contributions to 
the Dole campaign, exactly the type of contributions that you made 
where someone was asked to make a contribution, and they were 
reimbursed; $35,000 in contributions to Republican Senate and 
congressional candidates, $4,000 to Democratic Senate and congres- 
sional candidates. 

We will hear nothing about that in this hearing. We will hear 
nothing about money that has been illegally given to Republicans, 
because that’s not the purpose of these hearings. 

And, Mr. Landon, when you said that this was only the second 
time that you’ve been to a political event, this is a political event. 
That’s what this is today; this is a political event. Because this is 
not a serious attempt to look at the systemic problems in the sys- 
tem, because if it were, we would be trying to get at “Firm to Pay 
$8 Million Fine for Illegal Campaign Gifts.” We would be trying to 
deal with that. We would be bringing employees from that company 
here to talk about it. But that’s not what this is about. 

I’m sorry you made a mistake; I hope that it was an innocent 
mistake. Obviously, the committee unanimously felt that you were 
not crucial cogs in any sort of scheme, or we wouldn’t have given 
you immunity. But just as I will make mistakes in the future, I as- 
sume you will. 

But I want to thank you for being here today. But what I want 
to say is, don’t make the same mistake twice. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. I also, I want to associate myself with the words 
of Mr. Barrett, who just spoke. I don’t have any questions, because 
I mean. I’m a trial lawyer. I practiced for 20 years. And I’ve lis- 
tened to your testimony, I think you’ve been very candid with us. 
And we really appreciate your testimony. 

I think for me to sit here and to ask you any questions is merely 
taking up more of your time, taking more of the time of this com- 
mittee when we need to be getting on to other things. 

I’m a new Member of the Congress, and I must tell you that I — 
and this is more to our committee, and I’m very, very disappointed. 
I am sure that there will be other questions trying to solicit infor- 
mation, but basically, I think any — most people who know anything 
about testimony would probably pretty much conclude that we’ve — 
I mean, through the questioning that has already taken place, 
we’ve gotten about as much as we are going to get. 

But, again, I thank you all for being here, and I hope that you 
can go on with your lives. Thank you. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of moving forward 
with this hearing and not wasting any time, we yield back the bal- 
ance of our time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 

Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you. 

Ms. Foung, it’s true you’re not Webster Hubbell, who’s refused to 
cooperate with the Justice Department and the committee, a major 
figure in this investigation. 

It’s also true you’re not John Huang, who’s taken the fifth and 
refused to cooperate. And it’s also true you’re obviously not Charlie 
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Trie, who — ^your brother who has fled the country, a major figure 
in our investigation. 

And it’s also true you’re here at great inconvenience of your time. 
That’s true. 

But you’re also here because both of you collectively laundered 
$35,000. And in my way of looking at it, $35,000 is a lot of money. 
And it was laundered money; this money was not your money, cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Landon. Correct. 

Mr. Shays. Ms. Foung, was this your money? You don’t need a 
long time to answer it. Yes or no. 

Ms. Foung. Would you repeat your question again, without all 
that statement prior to that? 

Mr. Shays. No, I’m not going to repeat the question again. 

You testified to that. 

Ms. Foung. OK. I’ll answer your question. 

No, I did not — I didn’t think I was laundering money. That 
wasn’t my money. I was simply doing my brother — did my brother 
a favor. 

Mr. Shays. You testified to Mr. Waxman that your brother was 
a successful businessman. What was his business and where did he 
get his money? 

Ms. Foung. That is none of my business. I don’t know. 

Mr. Shays. How do you know he’s a successful businessman 
then? 

Ms. Foung. I told you, back in 1994, I had gone to Little Rock 
for Christmas. He showed me his office. It was a big, good-looking 
office with — full of employees. 

Mr. Shays. You testified in deposition and before this committee 
that your brother asked you for money for a house payment. Why 
would he have asked you for money? 

Ms. Foung. No. Apparently you misunderstood. I said this is — 
to me, is the same as if he could not come back to the country, he 
asked me to advance a house payment until he can get back, reim- 
bursement to me. 

Mr. Shays. So you said, it is not testimony that he borrowed 
money from you, you likened the laundering of $35,000 to a cam- 
paign in your name as the same as his borrowing money for your 
house? 

Ms. Foung. Could you repeat that? I really lost somewhere what 
we’re trying to find out. 

Mr. Shays. I’m not going to repeat the question. 

Ms. Foung, according to your deposition and testimony, other 
than your two contributions to the Democratic National Committee, 
the DNC, on February 1996 and on August 1996, you have never 
made any other political contribution; is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. To the best of my recollection, that’s correct. 

Mr. Shays. To the best of your recollection. So you stand on 
record that you’ve contributed on two occasions 10 — 10, $12,000, 
$12,500 on February 19th, which was money that you got from 
your brother, and on 8/18/96, $10,000. That’s the extent of your po- 
litical contributions? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 
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Mr. Shays. Are you aware that Federal Election Commission 
records show you making two $1,000 contributions to the minority 
Leader of the Senate, Tom Daschle, on June 26th, 1995? 

Ms. Foung. I saw the document, yes. 

Mr. Shays. Did you make that contribution? 

Ms. Foung. Not to my knowledge — my recollection. 

Mr. Shays. Well, I mean, did you or didn’t you? 

Ms. Foung. Like I said, not to the best of my recollection, no. 

Mr. Shays. See, you’ve been immune from testimony, so 

Ms. Foung. Exactly. 

Mr. Shays [continuing]. So you don’t need to keep anything from 
us. 

Wouldn’t you know if you made a contribution? 

Ms. Foung. Yes, if I made contribution, I would know. 

Mr. Shays. Did you know? 

Ms. Foung. I’m speaking under oath. I don’t want something I 
didn’t remember to come back to me as I’m lying. 

Mr. Shays. It’s possible you made a contribution? 

Ms. Foung. To the best of my recollection, no. 

Mr. Shays. OK. Are you aware that Federal Election Commission 
records show that Dai Lin Outlaw, your sister, contributed $1,000 
to Mr. Daschle on 6/26 and another $1,000 on 6/26. Are you aware 
of that? 

Ms. Foung. To the extent if you’re showing me the document. 

Mr. Shays. Have you been told that this happened? 

Ms. Foung. I might have. I just 

Mr. Shays. Did you ask your sister if she made this contribution? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Shays. Are you aware that Federal Election Commission 
records show that Jim Outlaw, your brother-in-law, made two 
$1,000 contributions on the same date? 

Ms. Foung. If that’s what the record reflects. 

Mr. Shays. Are you aware that that contribution 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Shays [continuing]. Was made? 

Are you aware that the Federal Election Commission records 
show that E-Foung Do Trie, your mother, made two $1,000 con- 
tributions to — again, to Mr. Daschle’s campaign in 1995? 

Ms. Foung. No, I’m not aware of it. 

Mr. Shays. No one on this committee has asked you about these 
contributions? 

Ms. Foung. They probably have. I’ve been asked a lot of ques- 
tions. I answered it. 

Mr. Shays. Well, so, you were asked and you remembered, or you 
don’t remember? That’s kind of a surprising thing to forget, isn’t 
it? 

Ms. Foung. Not really. All this fund-raising thing might be very 
important thing to you, but it’s not to me, except to the extent that 
it affects my life greatly. 

Mr. Shays. Well, it affected your life greatly because your broth- 
er asked you to commit a felony. 

Ms. Foung. No, my brother didn’t. If my brother knew that, he 
would never ask me something like that. 
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Mr. Shays. No, your brother asked you to launder money, and 
to put it in your name. And it wasn’t your money. 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Shays. That’s what your brother did. That is a felony. 

Ms. Foung. My testimony is, my brother asked me a favor be- 
cause he cannot make those checks in time. That’s the extent of 
what he asked me. He did not ask me to launder money. If he 
knew 

Mr. Shays. When you 

Ms. Foung [continuing]. That he was going to get me in this po- 
sition, he wouldn’t ask me. 

Mr. Shays. Your testimony is, your brother didn’t know he was 
asking you to launder money? 

When I asked you — when you met the President, according to 
your deposition. President Clinton knew your brother. What did he 
say about your brother? 

Ms. Foung. Just what I testified earlier. 

Mr. Shays. Why don’t you do this? Why don’t you turn to page 
29 of the deposition, since you have a hard time remembering 
things you said to us, and tell me if, when the question was asked, 
exactly what did the President say to you about his relationship 
with your brother back in Little Rock, AR, days. 

Your answer was — excuse me, it’s on page 30; I’m sorry, on page 
30. 

Your answer was: He said my brother, Charlie Trie, is a close 
friend of his in two decades. Is that the answer you still stand by? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. And I believe that was the answer I gave you 
earlier. 

Mr. Shays. OK. No, it wasn’t, because I didn’t ask that question. 

Ms. Foung. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Shays. Have you had any contact with the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee, the DNC? 

Ms. Foung. Yes, I did. 

Mr. Shays. Who initiated that contact? 

Ms. Foung. I did. 

Mr. Shays. Why did you initiate that contact? 

Ms. Foung. Because there’s a combination of several reasons. 
The first reason was, I thought maybe the DNC had made a mis- 
take that had overlooked my contribution. So I wasn’t 

Mr. Shays. Was that your contribution? 

Ms. Foung. English is my second language. If you’re picking on 
what I said all the time, I am sorry, it will be very difficult to me. 

Mr. Shays. I’m sorry, too. But the bottom line is, I only have 10 
minutes. 

You can complete your story here. You called them because you 
wanted your money back? 

Ms. Foung. I want my brother’s money back. 

Mr. Shays. OK. And why do you think your brother was entitled 
to his money back? 

Ms. Foung. To the best of my knowledge, that was his money. 

Mr. Shays. Well, but he gave it to you to give to the party. And 
why wouldn’t you just be happy with your contribution? Why would 
you have made the contribution then, and felt good about it; and 
now want your money back, which wasn’t your money? 
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Ms. Foung. No, I didn’t feel good or bad. I had no feelings. I sim- 
ply did a favor for my brother. 

Mr. Shays. So your brother wanted his money back? 

Ms. Foung. And it turned out to be — no. 

Mr. Shays. Did your brother ask you for the money back? 

Ms. Foung. I thought that was the way it was supposed to be 
handled. My limited knowledge of that was, they were refunding 
money related to my brother. 

Mr. Shays. OK. Ms. Foung, did you receive — excuse me. 

Mr. SOLLERS. Mr. Landon. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Landon, I’m sorry. 

Did you receive — have any contact with the DNC? 

Mr. Landon. No, I did not. 

Mr. Shays. OK. Did the DNC return the money that you 
laundered to the DNC? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, they did. 

Mr. Shays. OK. Did they explain why they were doing that? 

Mr. Landon. All I got was the check is in the mail. I got no com- 
munication with the DNC. 

Mr. Shays. OK. 

Ms. Foung, have you received any money back from Senator 
Daschle? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Shays. Are you inclined to ask him for your money back? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Shays. OK. How come? 

Ms. Foung. Because that’s something I’m not aware of. 

Mr. Shays. Would you like — I would like to yield to Mr. Cox. 

Do you have a question? 

Mr. Cox. I just wondered, as a followup, Mr. Landon, when you 
got the check, did you keep it? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Cox. Do you still have it? 

Mr. Landon. I put it in the bank, and it’s still there. 

Mr. Cox. Boy, good for you. 

Mr. Shays. OK. I thank you. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back his time. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Shays. Isn’t it on that side, Mr. Condit? 

Mr. Condit. I can wait. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Point of order, are they yielding back their time? 

Mr. Burton. If the gentleman, Mr. Condit 

Mr. Condit. No, I would like to claim my time. 

Mr. Barr. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Burton. OK, Mr. Condit, then we’ll go back to your side. 

Mr. Condit. Are you yielding to me Mr. Chairman at this point? 
Mr. Burton. We recognize you for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Condit. Pardon? I would like to take my time, Mr. Chair- 
man, and clarify something we started a little bit ago with you, if 

I may; I’ll do it now, if you like, or — I can do it now, or you 

Mr. Burton. You can take your 5 minutes. 

Mr. Condit. What is the policy of the committee on how we reim- 
burse these witnesses? What are the guidelines? Do we intend to 
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reimburse Ms. Foung for her child care, her travel and the hotel; 
and Mr. Landon, too? Is that the policy of the committee. 

Mr. Burton. We reimburse for travel, hotel, meals, and inci- 
dental expenses for their trip out here. 

Mr. CoNDiT. How about her time off work and her child care? 

Mr. Burton. We provide what the rules of the House and the 
Government normally require. 

Mr. CoNDiT. And what is that? 

Mr. Burton. What I just stated. Travel, hotel, meals and 
incidentals. 

Mr. CoNDiT. Do you intend to do this for Mr. Landon, as well? 

Mr. Burton. Yes. 

Mr. CoNDiT. And all witnesses that appear here? 

Mr. Burton. All witnesses that we subpoenaed and have come 
before the committee. 

Mr. CONDiT. It was my understanding Ms. Foung, there was a 
commitment made to her about her son traveling with her, that she 
would he allowed to bring her 9-year-old son, later was told that 
she couldn’t do that. She had to get child care to take care of him 
for 24-hour periods. 

Mr. Burton. That was discussed. But under the rules of the 
House and the rules of the investigation, that’s not allowed. The 
only thing is allowed is for witnesses. We did look into some other 
way to facilitate that, but there was no other way to do it. So we 
provided transportation, hotels and meals and incidentals for Ms. 
Foung and Mr. Landon. 

Mr. CONDiT. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Does the gentleman yield back? 

Mr. CoNDiT. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back. 

Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Mr. Landon, just to fol- 
lowup briefly on the previous questions from my colleagues, Mr. 
Shays and Mr. Cox here, that $12,500, is that in a bank account 
over which you have control? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Has that been declared as income to you? 

Mr. Landon. No, it’s not mine. 

Mr. Barr. Who’s is it? 

Mr. Landon. I assume it’s Charlie Trie’s. 

Mr. Barr. Is he the one you received it from? 

Mr. Landon. No, I got it from Ms. Foung. 

Mr. Barr. What information is available to you that it is Mr. 
Trie’s money? 

Mr. Landon. Just she said it was. 

Mr. Barr. OK. 

Mr. Landon. I assume from what I’ve read in the paper that it 
belongs to him. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Nothing that you’ve gathered through these hear- 
ings or through the grand jury proceedings would lead you to that 
conclusion. 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. You testified earlier, Mr. Landon, I think it was in re- 
sponse to some questions my colleague, Mr. Waxman, had asked 
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you that you understood that the checks that you received were 
from overseas. 

Mr. Landon. Yes sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. You don’t know from who they were from, 
though? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. But it’s your conclusion now that they were from 
Mr. Trie? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. During the course of your discussions with your 
attorney and with the Department of Justice, and I presume that 
you have had discussions concerning immunity; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And it’s your understanding that you are immu- 
nized and that means safe from prosecution for anything that you 
talk about here; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Are you aware that it is illegal under the laws 
of this country to make political contributions in the name of an- 
other person? 

Mr. Landon. I am aware. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Are you also aware that it is against the laws of 
this country to launder money? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And are you aware that there are, indeed, crimi- 
nal penalties that attach to violations of those U.S. laws? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Do you know what those penalties are? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. But you — it is your understanding that you are 
here under a grant of immunity so you are not to be prosecuted — 
you cannot be prosecuted for any of these offenses. 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. As long as I tell you everything I know. 

Mr. Barr. OK. 

Ms. Foung, is that your understanding also that you are here 
under a grant of immunity and that you cannot be prosecuted for 
violation of election laws or money-laundering laws of this country? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And are you aware, as Mr. Landon has testified 
that he is aware, that it is indeed against the laws of this country 
to make contributions, political contributions in the name of an- 
other person? 

Ms. Foung. I do now. But I didn’t know then. 

Mr. Barr. Nobody has made you aware of that up until this 
point today. 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. Not today, until the whole thing that 
happened to me. 

Mr. Barr. Sure. In other words, but you’ve had discussions, I 
presume, with your lawyer and so forth about these various laws 
that you are being immunized from. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Are either of you familiar with — familiar with the 
gentleman named Antonio Pan? 

Ms. Foung. No. 
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Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Ms. Foung, you previously testified that you and 
Mr. Landon were reimbursed for your two separate February 1996 
contributions to the DNC in the amount of $12,500 each for a total 
of $25,000. And I believe those checks have already been shown. 
Were you, Ms. Foung, aware of before being informed by this com- 
mittee that Antonio Pan was the source of that $25,000? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Barr. And Mr. Landon? 

Mr. Landon. No. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And are both of you under the impression that 
it was your brother’s money, Ms. Trie 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. Ms. Foung? 

Mr. Landon. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. As has been discussed previously before today, 
the committee has learned through the bank records of February 
22, 1996, Antonio Pan, a former Lippo associate and close executive 
to John Huang and your brother, Mr. Trie, opened a savings ac- 
count at Amerasia Bank in Flushing, NY, with an initial deposit 
of $25,200 cash. If we could see document 78 please? 

Within minutes of that initial deposit, Mr. Pan withdrew $25,000 
from the savings account and purchased from Amerasia Bank five 
sequentially numbered $5,000 cashier’s checks totaling $25,000. 
Three of the cashier’s checks totaling $15,000 were made payable 
to you, Ms. Foung, and two totaling $10,000 were made payaWe to 
you, Mr. Landon. 

If we can see briefly documents 70 to 72 and 75 and 76. And let 
me add this question to both of you, please. Would it surprise you 
if you discovered that the money sent to you was, in fact, your 
brother’s and that Antonio Pan was merely assisting your brother 
in sending the money? 

[Exhibits 70, 71, 72, 75, 76, and 78 follow:] 
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YUAN PEI PAN (ANTONIO) 

2912 NO. 200 CONNAUGHT ROAD 
CENTRAL HONG KONG, HK 
Hong Kong 


Statement Date 
MAR 31, 1996 




Y. 


******************* *«*«**4****4<«****«****«**********4*****9k*******«*«t***4« 
Statement Summary 

Last 

Stmt Beginning Ending 

Date Balance Deposits Withdrawals Balance 

2/22/96 .00 25,200.54 25,000.00 200.5 

Number of Days in Statement Period- 39 Interest Earned- ,5 

Average Daily Balance- 200.00 Annual Percentage Yield Earned- 2.5 


Statement Activity 

Post Eff 

Date Date Description Activity Balanc-. 


2/22/96 Beginning Balance 

2/22/96 2/22/96 Deposit 

■2/22/96 2/22/96 Withdrawal 

3/29/96 3/31/96 Interest Posting 

3/31/96 Ending Balance 


. 0 ; 

25,200.00 25,200.0; 

25,000.00- 200.0: 

.54 200.5- 

200 . 5 < 


Interest Year to Date ^ 5 ; 

Last Year Interest 
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Mr. Landon. It would be a surprise to me. 

Mr. Barr. Would that surprise you, Ms. Foung? 

Ms. Foung. Are you talking about back then or now? 

Mr. Barr. You have to testify truthfully. So it doesn’t matter. 
Would that surprise you now? 

Ms. Foung. Back then, his name is not there, so, no, I — it didn’t 
surprise me. But now, yes. Maybe they do business together or 
something, I don’t know. 

Mr. Barr. OK. It’s interesting to note that except for the $25,200 
deposit and the $25,000 withdrawal, from this particular savings 
account established by Mr. Pan on February 22, 1996, no other ac- 
tivity whatsoever has ever occurred in that account, except for the 
minimal payment of interest on the $200 that he left remaining in 
the account, as we can see from documents 115, and 119. 

No other deposits or withdrawals were ever made after the estab- 
lishment of the account and purchase of the $25,000 in cashier’s 
checks that were sent to you, Ms. Foung and Mr. Landon. Just so 
the American people and you will know, Antonio Pan’s business 
card indicates that he is the executive director of your brother’s 
company, America-Asia Trade Center Inc., as can be seen from doc- 
ument No. 60. 

Another one of Mr. Pan’s business cards indicates that he is the 
chief executive officer of Daihatsu International Trading, Inc., an- 
other company established and owned by your brother, Ms. Foung, 
Mr. Trie, as shown in document 61. 

Antonio Pan is relevant to Mr. Wang’s testimony that we’ll hear 
later today, as well as the testimony by the two of you. According 
to Mr. Wang, Mr. Pan accompanied then DNC executive, John 
Huang, to Mr. Wang’s car dealership in California where John 
Huang solicited a $5,000 contribution for the DNC from Mr. Wang 
and a $5,000 contribution from Mr. Wang’s friend David Wu. 

Later that same day, and again a few days later, Antonio Pan 
delivered envelopes of cash totaling $10,000 to reimburse both Mr. 
Wang and Mr. Wu for their contributions. Evidently, your brother 
was a friend of John Huang, as well. He served as a fund-raiser 
for the DNC and in doing so worked with John Huang. In fact, 
your brother wrote a check for $1,775 to John Huang from his 
America-Asia Trade Center checking account held at Riggs Bank. 
Document 53. The committee continues to investigate this check. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, it should be noted that Antonio Pan vis- 
ited the White House on at least eight occasions between August 
1995 and October 1996, including one occasion with Mr. Charlie 
Trie. Document 67. 

Mr. Chairman, with today’s hearings, we see the introduction of 
another key player in this campaign finance scandal, ex-Lippo exec- 
utive, Antonio Pan. What is particularly interesting is the two 
friends of the Riadys, both ex-Lippo executives, Antonio Pan and 
John Huang, appear to be working in concert with the President’s 
long-time friend, Mr. Charlie Trie. 

Mr. Chairman, I yield back the balance of my time. 

[Exhibits 115, 119, 60, 61, 53, and 67 follow:] 
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PAGE 


YUAN PEI PAK CANTONIO) 


CENTRAL HONG KONG, HK 
Hong Kong 


Statement Date 
JUN 30, 1996 
Account Number 


************************************** *************************************** 
Statement Summary 

Last 

Stmt Beginning Ending 

Date Balance Deposits Withdrawals Balance 

3/31/96 200.54 1.27 .00 201. f 

Number of Days in Statement Period- 91 Interest Earned- 1.2 

Average Daily Balance- 201.00 Annual Percentage Yield Earned- 2.f 


Statement Activity 

Post Eff 


Date 

Date 

Description 

Activity 

Balanc 

3/31/96 


Beginning Balance 


200.3 

6/28/96 

6/30/96 

Interest Posting 

1.27 

201.8 

6/30/96 


Ending Balance 


201.8. 



Interest Year to Date 


1.8: 
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YUAN PEI PAN (ANTONIO) 
Hong Kong 


Statement Date 
JUN 30, 1997 
Account Number 



********* 


Last 

Stmt 

Date 

3/31/97 


************************************************************>- 
Statement Summary 


Beginning 
Balance 
205. 68 


Endirc 

Deposits Withdrawals Balance 

1.30 .00 206 . 9 


Number of Days in Statement Period- 91 Interest Earned- 1.3 

Average Daily Balance- 206.00 Annual Percentage Yield Earned- 2.5 


**************************************************************************** 
Statement Activity 

Post Eff 

Date Date Description Activity Balanc 


3/31/97 Beginning Balance 

6/30/97 6/30/97 Interest Posting 

6/30/97 Ending Balance 


1.30 


205.6; 
206 . 9; 

206 . 9t 


Interest Year to Date 


2.52 


A. 
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emcy/ExBDMes: oi/oi«5ioijni/«5 EpBSs Entry/Exi't Report (m/om? 


Tiae NM»fe 

'/2e/95 19:40:19 PAN, ANTONIO 
-/28-/9S 19:40:19 PAN, ANTONIO 


34DA6F A A1 ENTERING 

34DA6F A A1 KULT ENT ATMPT 


<9 

ro 

tn 

& 


04/’02/97 


Page; 1 
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^ntfy/Exit Dales: 01/01/6$ to 12/31/96 

Date 7iaa Maae 

Epass Entry/Exit Report 

Sadaa ^Type 

Post 

04/02/97 

Status 

/23/96 

09:58:46 

PAW, ANTONIO 

34C3D9 

A 

D2 

ENTERING 

.j/2(r/96 

17:17:54 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34A98E 

A 

D2 

EXITING 

05/22/96 

17:19:41 

FAN, ANTONIO 

34D969 

A 

02 

ENTERING 

05/22/96 

17:35:49 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34D989 

A 

D2 

EXITING 

09/06/96 

10:58:59 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34DB11 

A 

D2 

ENTERING 

09/06/96 

11:25:51 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34DB11 

A 

02 

EXITING 

09/30/96 

13:09:26 

P’AN, ANTONIO 

34n26 

A 

02 

ENTERING 

09/30/96 

14:33:39 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34F126 

A 

D2 

EXITING 

09/30/96 

19:45:46 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34E3EC 

A 

02 

ENTERING 

09/30/96 

20:34:38 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34E3EC 

A 

D2 

EXITING 

10/02/96 

12:10:46 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34E310 

A 

02 

ENTERING 

10/02/96 

12:36:01 

PAN, ANTONIO 

34E310 

A 

D2 

EXITING 



04/02/97 


Page: 1 
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All Entry Exits for 05/01/96 - 05/31/96; l KAME - PAN; F NAME - ANTONIO; 
BETWEEN 12:00!00AH AND 11jS 9;S9PK - Page 1 ~ 


DATE TIKE 

L NAME 

. . . . F NAME. . . 

. K BADGE. 

TXP 

P05 

L 

STATUS. . . 

22 .05:35:49PM 

PAN 

ANTONIO 

34D989 

A 

02 

3 

EXITING 

22 05:19:41PM 

PAN 

ANTONIO 

340969 

A 

02 

2 

ENTERING 

20 05:17:54PK 

PAN 

ANTONIO 

34A98E 

A 

02 

3 

EXITING 
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AH Entry Exits for 10/01/96 - 10/31/96j L_HAHE - pan; F_HAi!E - ANTONIO; 
BETWEEN 12:00:00AM AND ll:59:59PH ' Page 1 

DATE TIKE...... L MAKE F NAME « BADGE. TYP POS L STATUS. 


12 I.2:36:01PH PAM 
02 12:10:46FM PAM 


AMTONZO 

AMTONZO 


34E310 A 02 3 EXITING 

34E310 A 02 3 ENTERING 



O’ 


tn 



All Entry Exits for 04/01/96 - 04/30/96; L_NAHE - PAN; r_HAME - ANTONIO 
BETWEEN 12:00:00AM AND 11:59:S9PK ' Page 1 

DATE TIME L NAME F NAME.... K BADGE. TYP POS L STATUS 


>3 .09:58:46AH PAN 


ANTONIO 


34C3D9 A 


02 2 ENTERING 



All Entry Exits for 08/01/95 - 08/31/95; L NAME - 

BETWEEN 12:00:00AM AND 11:59:59P>1 Page l 

DATE TIME L NAME F NAME M BADGE. 


PAN; P_ 
TYP POS 


28 .07:40:19PM PAM 
28 07:40:19PM PAN 


ANTONIO 34DA6P A A1 

ANTONIO 34DA6r A A1 


NAME - ANTONIO; 

h STATUS 

1 MULT ENT ATMPT 
1 ENTERING 
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Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
Does anyone on the minority side seek time? If not, anybody on the 
majority side seek time? Mr. Shadegg, or excuse me, Mr. Mica. 
You’re recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Mica. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. Now, I know it appears 
that both of you innocently participated in this activity, at least 
that’s what you’ve testified to today; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. And I know you’ve been inconvenienced, both of you. 
You said 4 days or 5 days and other disturbances to you personally. 
That’s correct? 

Mr. Landon. Yes. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Landon. Yeah. 

Mr. Mica. Did anyone tell you what the penalty would be if you 
did not cooperate, if you did not have immunity, and you, you had 
a problem facing you, a legal problem facing you? 

Ms. Foung. I’m sorry, I don’t understand the question. 

Mr. Mica. Did anyone tell you the severity — I mean, you are 
clearly, it appears, innocent participants in this. But you were 
granted immunity both to come before this committee, and I under- 
stand that you have immunity, I guess, with the Department of 
Justice. 

Mr. Landon. Correct. 

Mr. Solders. Correct. 

Mr. Mica. OK. But did anyone explain to you that there might 
be some penalty for what you did or your participation? 

Ms. Foung. I was told by your investigator over and over I didn’t 
do anything wrong. 

Mr. Mica. No. But again, you were granted immunity. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. From possible prosecution. I mean, if you did nothing 
wrong, there would be no reason to really get immunity from the 
Department of Justice. They’ve basically provided you cover, and 
this committee has, to come before us, tell us the truth, and you 
will not be prosecuted. But what you did, it’s been explained to you, 
is basically served as a conduit. And your action has been illegal. 
It is illegal. Do you understand this, Mr. Landon? 

Mr. Landon. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. What you did was not right. 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. So you could have been inconvenienced a great deal 
more, I — if. 

Mr. Landon. That is correct. 

Mr. Mica. If the Department of Justice wanted to 

Mr. Landon. Without the immunity, that is correct. 

Mr. Mica. That’s my understanding. Now, I heard about the 
money coming back. Now, you have $5,000 in an account or $1,000? 

Mr. Landon. $12,500 in an account. 

Mr. Mica. You have $12,500. Do you have any money in an ac- 
count? Did you get any money back? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Mica. And you called DNC and asked for your money back? 
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Ms. Foung. Well I better make this clear. My brother’s money. 

Mr. Mica. OK. Well, but did you get the money back? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Mica. You never got anything. 

Ms. Foung. Not yet. 

Mr. Mica. And how did you get your money back? Did you place 
a call, too? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir, I didn’t. It was sent to me in, I believe, it 
was June of this year. 

Mr. Mica. Now, the only way you can get in trouble, I guess, is 
if you don’t tell the truth or you change your story. When you 
talked to your brother, he didn’t say anything about not cooper- 
ating with anyone, did he? 

Ms. Foung. No. He emphasized over and over that he will not 
discuss anything with me, because I’m a potential witness. He don’t 
want to influence me. 

Mr. Mica. But he said to — did he say to cooperate with us? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t believe we discussed that. 

Mr. Mica. But did he say anything about you being able to get 
your money back? Is that what prompted you calling DNC, to get 
the money back? 

Ms. Foung. No, he didn’t indicate one way or the other. 

Mr. Mica. How did you find out about the ability — how did you 
find out you could get the refund? 

Ms. Foung. That was in the paper, isn’t it, that they were re- 
funding anything relating to my brother. 

Mr. Mica. Did you just call DNC and 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. Do you remember who you talked with? 

Ms. Foung. Joe Sandler. That was the counsel for DNC. 

Mr. Mica. They put you in touch with DNC counsel? 

Ms. Foung. Yes, he put me in touch with DNC counsel. That’s 
correct. 

Mr. Mica. I guess you — you two must have a pretty close rela- 
tionship, because she asked you to participate in this, right? 

Mr. Landon. Correct. 

Mr. Mica. And did you have any clue of what you were doing 
might be — I mean 

Mr. Landon. At the time, no, sir. 

Mr. Mica. But I’ve got good friends and I’ve never had anybody 
ask me to write a check for $12,000 

Mr. Landon. She asked me to write the check. My only concern 
when I did her this favor was make sure I got my money back, to 
cover the check. 

Mr. Mica. Did you ask her any questions about it? 

Mr. Landon. She 

Mr. Mica. You testified earlier 

Mr. Landon. She mentioned something, it was something for the 
Democrats. 

Mr. Mica. It was something for the Democrats. 

Mr. Landon. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. But again, it was your close relationship, she told you 
it was something for the Democrats so you wrote a check for that 
amount? 
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Mr. Landon. Correct. 

Mr. Mica. And didn’t question the source? 

Mr. Landon. Well, my initial was I didn’t know what the DNC 
was until she mentioned that it had something to do with the 
Democrats. 

Mr. Mica. Wait, she testified earlier that she didn’t — she didn’t 
even know what the DNC stood for. 

Mr. Landon. I’m pretty sure. 

Mr. Mica. I thought I heard her say that. 

Mr. Landon. Something to do with the Democrats. 

Mr. Mica. And she told you that. I’m afraid my time is expired, 
Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Sender. 

Mr. SOUDER. Ms. Foung, I wanted to followup briefly on a ques- 
tion that Mr. Shays had asked. When he asked you whether you 
were going to request your $1,000 back that was sent to Senator 
Daschle, you said you weren’t; is that correct? There is $1,000 that 
was sent to Senator Daschle from you. You said you weren’t going 
to request that $1,000 back. 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. SouDER. That pretty strongly suggests that you earlier an- 
swered that you didn’t recollect and that the reason you didn’t 
want to say that you fiat out didn’t know about the contribution 
is you didn’t want to discover later that, in fact, you did know; is 
that not true? In other words, when he asked you did you know 
about the $1,000 that was sent to Senator Daschle, you said to the 
best of your recollection, you don’t remember. 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. SouDER. Do you write a lot of $1,000 checks? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. My house payment is over $1,000 every month. 

Mr. SouDER. But that’s — do you write a lot of $1,000 checks that 
aren’t repetitive? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. SoUDER. In other words, my house payment check is over a 
$1,000, too, and occasionally you have a major thing. But a $1,000 
check pretty likely you would remember it; isn’t that true? 

Ms. Foung. Exactly. 

Mr. SoUDER. So most likely, even though you said to the best of 
your recollection, especially since that you aren’t asking for rebut- 
tal, it means you almost are 100 percent certain that you didn’t 
write that check. It would just be a fluke of memory that if some- 
body came back to you, because you really don’t remember that 
check. 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. SouDER. And so most likely it was sent by somebody else on 
your behalf using your name, and that’s why you aren’t asking for 
the refund. 

Ms. Foung. I’m sorry. I didn’t understand that part. 

Mr. SouDER. Most likely that check was sent by someone else 
using your name, and that’s why you don’t — aren’t asking for a re- 
fund, and that’s why you don’t remember. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. SoUDER. Thank you. Your brother. 
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Mr. Cox. I’m sorry, would you yield for just a moment? 

Mr. SouDER. I would be happy to yield. 

Mr. Cox. For the record, my understanding of the witness testi- 
mony to Mr. Shays was there was two, $1,000 checks to Mr. 
Daschle written on the same day in the witness’ name. And I yield 
back. Thank you. 

Mr. SoUDER. Thank you. I understand that you earlier said that 
you felt your brother’s influence was overestimated. Had he spoken 
to you or others in the past about any of his opinions on China pol- 
icy? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. SouDER. You’ve never had a discussion about those issues 
anywhere in family discussions over the years? Do you know if he 
has been active in any other organizations? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. SoUDER. To your knowledge, not only about American poli- 
tics, but do you have any information about how he felt about 
China? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. SouDER. The 

Ms. Foung. Let me correct that. We grew up in Taiwan. We were 
brought up to believe Red China is a different country, is our 
enemy. But as I grow up, it’s not as important to me anymore. 
They’re old China. 

Mr. SoUDER. Does it surprise you that your brother would have 
first raised, which has been reported, fairly extensively $460,000 in 
checks for the Presidential campaign and then followed that with 
a letter to the President urging restraint in how they handled 
the — when Mainland China threatened, at least — at least blustered 
a threat at Taiwan, and that he would have been interested in try- 
ing to influence that policy in the United States? 

Ms. Foung. For the best interest of the United States, the expe- 
rience that we learned from China — learned from Vietnam war and 
Korean war, wouldn’t that be the best interest of the United States 
to not get involved with the war or something like that? And he 
is citizen of the United States. He and me both love this country 
very much. I’m sure his way of thinking is maybe most of the 
Americans’ here thinking too. So how come when he say something 
like that, it’s influencing policy. If it’s American people so nice to 
me say the same thing, it’s not influencing policy. So are we being 
separated from — just because we’re Asian-American? 

Mr. SouDER. He absolutely has a right to speak. And all Ameri- 
cans have the right to speak. But when you bring checks in for 
$460,000, at the time you’re influencing policy, and you raise that 
money from overseas sources, it’s a little bit different. That’s what 
we’re trying to get to. 

Ms. Foung. Right. I understand. 

Mr. SouDER. It’s not about Asian-Americans. In fact, I want to 
say this for the record. I think Asian-Americans have been used by 
this administration. We don’t see other continents and people from 
other types of nations being drug through this like this. Asian- 
Americans like you were used to launder money. And it’s a dis- 
credit to this administration the way they’ve abused the Asian- 
Americans. And with that, I yield back. 
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Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
Mr. Shadegg. 

Mr. Shadegg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I want to begin by es- 
tablishing that, first of all, when you wrote this check, you wrote 
two checks, one for $12,500, and later, one for $10,000; is that 
right? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Shadegg. And as I understood your earlier testimony, when 
you wrote the $12,500 check, you did not have $12,500 in your ac- 
count; is that right? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Shadegg. And I guess you weren’t clear as to when you 
wrote the $10,000 check as to if you had money in your account at 
that time. You might or might not have. 

Ms. Foung. I might or might not have. 

Mr. Shadegg. OK. Not sure. Mr. Landon, when you wrote the 
$12,500 check, as I understand it, you did not have $12,500 in your 
account. 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Shadegg. I want to ask another question of you, ma’am. As 
I understand it, you did not get paid any money for doing this. 
Your brother did not offer you any money for doing this, did he? 

Ms. Foung. No, my brother does give me money periodically, you 
know, being gifts or being just help me out and things like that. 

Mr. Shadegg. So he does make gifts to you or sometimes gives 
you money. 

Ms. Foung. To my kids or, yes. He’s a very generous person. 

Mr. Shadegg. How much has he given you over time? 

Ms. Foung. Thousand, a few hundred, and — I didn’t keep track 
of it. Or if I need, I ask him to give the amount he can afford. 

Mr. Shadegg. When he asked you to write this $12,500 check to 
an entity you didn’t know the name of, did you have and — and 
didn’t know what it was, did you have a belief or understanding 
that if he did that, he might later make a gift to you or to your 
children? 

Ms. Foung. I didn’t expect anything. 

Mr. Shadegg. You didn’t expect anything. 

Ms. Foung. Huh-uh. 

Mr. Shadegg. You were doing this because you care about your 
brother and he’s family and this was a favor to him. 

Ms. Foung. It was something small. I have no financial loss. 
Why not? If I knew it was wrong. I’m sure I wouldn’t do it. He 
wouldn’t ask me. That’s the extent of what I believe in. 

Mr. Shadegg. I know you’re here under a grant of immunity and 
you’ve been protected and I don’t — and I appreciate you coming for- 
ward, as our colleagues on the other side have expressed. 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Shadegg. I have to tell you that I’m a little concerned that 
you’re caught up in a web of serious conduct here, which I think 
goes to the integrity of this Government. If we corrupt the political 
process in this country, people won’t have faith in the Government, 
and I think it has serious consequences. 

You say it wasn’t anything wrong, it was a little thing. For most 
of us — ^you described yourself as a blue collar worker. For most of 
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us, writing a $12,500 check, later writing a $10,000 check, is not 
a little thing. It would not be a little thing particularly to a group 
we had never heard of. So I am having some trouble. 

I believe you. I believe the speech you made earlier about you are 
an honest person, but there are other people out there in America 
who may get used, next year or today, like it appears you got used; 
and quite frankly, what is evident here, whether you like it or not, 
is that your brother corrupted the American political process. And 
that does serious damage. 

And when you say, well, there was nothing wrong, it was a little 
thing, I guess I have to ask you, did it occur to you that it might 
not be a good idea to write a check for $12,500 to an organization 
you didn’t know what it was when you didn’t have $12,500 in your 
bank? 

Ms. Foung. I guess there would be several answers to your ques- 
tion. It’s a long question. When I said — I said at the time when I 
did it, it was a small thing to me because there is no financial im- 
pact to me. I didn’t know it was wrong. I thought I was simply put- 
ting a check in for him because of time, and what was I — and I 
think I repeated over and over, if I knew it was wrong, it wouldn’t 
have happened. I wouldn’t be sitting here. 

Mr. Shadegg. Let me go to that, because my time is beginning 
to run out here. 

Most of us know that it is not right to write a check out of our 
account for an amount we don’t have in the account. And so most 
of us would have been very concerned about — that’s called kiting 
checks. It is improper. 

I am a little stunned that you would sit here and say, well, I 
wrote a check for $12,500 knowing I didn’t have it in my account. 
I am a little worried about that. And if other people across America 
are going to get asked to do it, I hope that, as a result of this hear- 
ing, they will ask themselves, even if it is their brother, gee, I don’t 
think I ought to write a check for $200 that isn’t in my account, 
much less $12,500 that isn’t in my account. Why don’t you just 
write the check? 

And I think it should have been a clue to you, and I hope is a 
clue to future Americans, that if somebody asks them to write a 
check, they are really making a statement that I think is fun- 
damentally dishonest. When I send a check to somebody, I am 
claiming that’s my check; and to do that to the tune of $12,500, 
when I don’t have that in my bank, I ought to be asking a few 
questions. 

You know, what is this organization? You would have us believe, 
for example, that you didn’t really care whether this group was nu- 
clear terrorists. Your brother asked you and you did it, even though 
the check itself was a crime; and I just am concerned about that, 
and I hope other Americans will understand that there are con- 
sequences to their conduct, and that money laundering in this 
country, whether it is for political purposes or otherwise, is dan- 
gerous. 

I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Does anyone on 
the minority have any desire for time? 

If not, who seeks time on the majority side? 
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Mr. Cox. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Does Mr. McHugh? Mr. Pappas. 

Mr. Pappas. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Pappas. 

Mr. Pappas. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I think I would like to 
get back to something we spoke about earlier. 

At the time, Mr. Landon, you received the request by Ms. Foung 
to make this, I guess it was a $12,500 check, you said that she 
asked you to make a check out for, I guess it was the DNC, and 
you obliged. 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pappas. Did you ask — would you tell me again what — did 
you ask her any questions? Did you ask her to elaborate? 

Mr. Landon. Well, when I first got the — saw the DNC, I didn’t 
know what it was. And she says it was coming from something 
overseas — someone overseas was requesting it, and it was to be 
sent to Washington, DC. 

Mr. Pappas. And did you know — I guess you assumed that you 
would be reimbursed? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Pappas. And did you know within what timeframe you would 
be reimbursed? 

Mr. Landon. I believe she told me it was a couple of days. 

Mr. Pappas. OK. And were you made aware that her brother was 
in any way involved in this, at the time? 

Mr. Landon. At the time, I am not sure she specifically said her 
brother. I think I might have assumed it was her brother because 
that was the only one she had ever mentioned overseas. 

Mr. Pappas. OK. 

Ms. Foung, I guess the same question for you — and these may 
have been questions you probably have been asked many times: It 
was your brother who was the one that made the request that you 
write this initial $12,500 check? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Pappas. And at the same time, did he ask that you have Mr. 
Landon do the same? 

Ms. Foung. I have to say yes, because otherwise I have no other 
reason. 

Mr. Pappas. OK. And did you ask him why? 

Ms. Foung. I might have. 

Mr. Pappas. OK. Do you remember if he had told you, or did 
he — in response to a question that you asked him, did he tell you 
why? 

Ms. Foung. He might have told me something that I — it just 
didn’t mean anything to me. I didn’t understand the whole thing. 

Mr. Pappas. And do you remember if your brother specifically 
gave a reason, even if you did not ask him a question, why he was 
asking you to do this? 

Ms. Foung. I honestly didn’t pay attention. I really didn’t at the 
time. I didn’t pay attention. 

Mr. Pappas. And assuming — I think that’s what you said earlier, 
that you did not believe, or you weren’t sure whether you had that 
amount to cover that check, did you know within what timeframe 
you would receive a reimbursement? 



177 


Ms. Foung. My brother has never cheated me with money, and 
if I write a check that has — it bounces, it doesn’t do him any good, 
it doesn’t do me any good. 

Mr. Pappas. So you assumed, based upon your experience with 
your brother previously, that that would be something that would 
be resolved quickly? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Pappas. OK. Did you wonder when the money appeared — 
evidently it was wired into your account. Did you wonder where it 
came from? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Pappas. Can you tell me why you didn’t wonder? 

Ms. Foung. Why should I wonder? My concern is that the check 
was covered. 

Mr. Pappas. So at the time you were not specifically concerned 
where that money may have been wired from or from whom? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Pappas. OK. And shifting gears a bit, you mentioned that 
you were aware that your brother had a relationship with the 
President in some way. 

Ms. Foung. I didn’t say “relationship.” Just what 

Mr. Pappas. Friendship, acquaintanceship, whatever. I am not 
trying to put words in your mouth, but some sort of contact. 

Ms. Foung. I know my brother knew Mr. Clinton ever since — 
back in Little Rock. 

Mr. Pappas. Right. And are you aware of whether your brother 
had any acquaintanceship or friendship or working relationship 
with any other public figure or — any political or public figure? 

Ms. Foung. Not at all. 

Mr. Pappas. OK. I yield back. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 

Does anyone else seek time? 

Mr. Cox. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Cox. 

Or Mr. McHugh, did you seek time? 

Mr. McHugh. Yes, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. Let me go to Mr. McHugh first, and then I will 
could come back to you. 

Mr. McHugh. I was — under what I assume is the protocol of this 
committee, I was going to yield to Mr. Cox. 

Mr. Cox. I think, as it happens, we have reached the end of the 
first round, so it would be the same result in either case. 

Mr. Burton. OK. Who seeks time? Mr. Cox. 

Mr. Cox. I will seek time. Thank you. 

Ms. Foung, you said earlier that you contacted the Democratic 
National Committee because you wanted your money back. And 
what did you propose to do with the money if they gave it back to 
you? 

Ms. Foung. That would be up to my brother to decide. 

Mr. Cox. And how would you work that out with your brother? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t know. I never had a problem with getting in 
touch with him in the past. 

Mr. Cox. It is pretty easy to get in touch with him? 
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Ms. Foung. I wouldn’t say “easy.” If there was some emergency, 
I must talk to him, I usually just ask my family member if my 
brother calls, have him give me a call. 

Mr. Cox. Like the time you asked your mother 

Ms. Foung. Right. 

Mr. Cox [continuing]. “Have him call me,” and he called you 
right back? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Cox. So you get in touch with him, you discuss with him, 
“I got the money back from the DNC; what do you want me to do 
with it?” 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Cox. And since you have said it is not your money, would 
you probably want to give it back to him? 

Ms. Foung. It is up to him to decide. 

Mr. Cox. Maybe he will make a gift of it to you, maybe not? 

Ms. Foung. It is up to him. 

Mr. Cox. I am just trying to — what are the options? It is up to 
him. His choice is, let you keep it, have you send it to him; any 
other options that you can think of? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t know. I haven’t thought about it. 

Mr. Cox. OK. So those are pretty much the main options then, 
either you keep it or you send it back to him. 

If you send it back him, how might you do that? 

Ms. Foung. I am sorry? 

Mr. Cox. If he said, I want the money back, how would you send 
it to him? 

Ms. Foung. I don’t know. I am sure he will let me know how. 

Mr. Cox. Give you some specific instructions on how to wire it 
or something? 

Ms. Foung. Probably, yes. 

Mr. Cox. OK. Now, since apparently you can get in touch with 
your brother like this, will you undertake to help this committee 
get in touch with your brother? 

Ms. Foung. Yes, I did. I tried to get in touch with him is because 
of doing something for this committee. 

Mr. Cox. On a continuing basis, in the future, will you help us 
to get in touch with him? 

Ms. Foung. That, I don’t know. 

Mr. Cox. You don’t know whether you will help? Will you try to 
help? 

Ms. Foung. I have very bad experience with this whole thing, so 
I really — it is to be determined. 

Mr. Cox. Well, we have had a bad experience, as well. We are 
trying to locate a man who has fled to the People’s Republic of 
China for the purpose of avoiding the process of this committee. 

And it is not just the House of Representatives, it is not just this 
committee; it is also the U.S. Senate and the Department of Jus- 
tice, and the FBI. So you would be helping your Government if you 
would — ^because we have given you immunity from prosecution by 
your Government, if you would assist us in locating the man who 
is the reason you are here today, who unwittingly used you to laun- 
der money. 

So do you think you might be willing to help us? 
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Ms. Foung. I have done everything I could so far. 

Mr. Cox. I am sorry? 

Ms. Foung. I have done everything I could to be cooperative as 
I could. 

Mr. Cox. And as you can tell from the comments of the com- 
mittee, we are appreciative. But what we are particularly inter- 
ested in — and this is a matter between our two governments right 
now, between the United States Government and the Government 
of the People’s Republic of China — is getting your brother to return 
to the United States. And we need to get in touch with him for that 
purpose. 

We have been unable to get in touch with him. Do you think you 
could put us in touch with your brother? 

Ms. Foung. Like I said, I tried already. I already told him ex- 
actly what your investigator told me, that he is not what you guys 
are really looking for and they wanted to talk to him anywhere, 
like anywhere outside the country, outside the United States; and 
I repeat that to him. 

And he said — I remember he said something about, yes, I tried — 
we tried over and over, wanted to talk to him, but it hasn’t been 
successful. So I don’t know what the true story is. 

Mr. Cox. Well, I do hope that you will. Because this committee 
and this Government has been very generous to you in being sure 
that you will not be prosecuted in return for your cooperation, I 
hope you will, in fact, provide cooperation with us on this very im- 
portant matter. 

In March 1996, you attended this event with the President and 
talked to the President there, as we have covered here. And you 
also at that event talked to John Huang; is that right? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Cox. And you talked to John Huang on the telephone before 
that event; is that right? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Cox. And you talked to John Huang on the phone after that 
event; is that right? 

Ms. Foung. I believe so. 

Mr. Cox. In connection with all of this, did you learn that your 
brother had introduced Wang Jun, who is the head of one of the 
largest parts of the Chinese — the People’s Republic of China’s mili- 
tary-industrial complex, to the President, at a White House coffee 
just a month before? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Cox. My time has expired. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Cummings. I seek time. 

Mr. Burton. Do you seek time? 

Mr. Cummings. When the second round comes up. 

Mr. Burton. We will give you time right now, Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. I wasn’t going to ask you any questions but after 
all this series of questions, I just want to clear some things up for 
the record. 

Ms. Foung, when you did this for your brother, you did not know 
that you were committing any kind of crime; is that correct? 
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Ms. Foung. That’s correct. I also didn’t cover anything up. Ev- 
erything was very clear, what I had done. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. But now looking at it in retrospect, 
having gone through the grand jury, spoken to your lawyer, you 
understand that you probably did do something wrong. And I take 
it that if you had it to do all over again, you wouldn’t do this, is 
that right, that is, the writing of the check? Is that correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. 

Mr. Landon, you are a Navy veteran; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Cummings. You don’t have a criminal record? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. Never been in any trouble with the law? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And so — and when you did this, you didn’t even 
know what the DNC was; did you? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Cummings. And so did you know that you were possibly vio- 
lating the law when this took place? 

Mr. Landon. Not at the time, but I found out real quick since 
then. 

Mr. Cummings. And I take it that if you had to do this again you 
wouldn’t do it based upon the knowledge that you have today; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Landon. That’s very correct. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, you are retired from the Navy? 

Mr. Landon. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. Honorable discharge? 

Mr. Landon. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. You served your country? 

Mr. Landon. Yes. 

Mr. Cummings. Now, let me ask you this, Ms. Foung: There have 
been a number of questions asked with regard to your brother and 
your knowledge of all his political goings on. I take it that you 
didn’t have a lot of knowledge about what he did politically; is that 
correct? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Cummings. So did you — so you didn’t have regular discus- 
sions about what his involvement was with the Democratic party 
or President Clinton or anything of that nature; is that right? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Cummings. All right. I don’t have anything else. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 

I think we have one more questioner, Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Ms. Foung, I have previously referred to you as rather 
innocent in this process, and now I am reviewing some of the docu- 
mentation that we have received at this hearing, but I find that 
on — in June 1995, you, in fact, gave $1,000 to — well, $2,000 on that 
date to this — a lot of people supporting Tom Daschle; is that cor- 
rect? 

I will put up exhibit 110. 

[Exhibit 110 follows:] 
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Ms. Foung. This one is the first time I have seen it. 

Mr. Mica. So back in 1995, June 1995, you were giving $2,000 
in this — into a campaign. You got that money from your brother, 
too? 

Mr. SoLLERS. Congressman, she has already testified that she 
did not recall giving that money. It has already been made clear 
on the record. 

Mr. Mica. Now, this Dai Lin Outlaw; that’s your sister? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. And your brother-in-law is Jim Outlaw. Did you talk 
to them? They both gave the money on the same day. Did you ever 
talk to your brother — your sister or brother-in-law about giving 
money back in 1995? 

Ms. Foung. No, never talked about it at all. 

Mr. Mica. Have you ever talked to your brother or sister-in-law? 

Ms. Foung. My sister and brother-in-law. 

Mr. Mica. Your sister and brother-in-law, you have never talked 
to them about it? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Mica. What about — ^your mother gave $2,000 on the same 
day? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Mica. And you have never discussed with your mother the 
giving of any contribution? 

So according to the records we have, the whole family gave on 
that day, just coincidentally. 

Then on — the next experience is February 1996, we have the 
$12,500, which you, Mr. Landon, you sent $12,500 in February the 
19th and you sent $12,500 the lOth of February; both the same 
date; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. I believe that date is correct. 

Mr. Mica. Is that correct, Ms. Foung; $12,500 was your first 

Ms. Foung. I don’t remember. 

Mr. Mica. This was your second experience? This is a year later. 
You didn’t remember the first one. 

Ms. Foung. I remember, according to the record, it was the day 
after. 

Mr. Mica. So we go back to June 1995, and we have a record of 
contributions that suddenly appear under each of the family mem- 
ber’s name; February. Then we get to August 1996, a little over a 
year ago, the $10,000. And you do recall that, Ms. Foung; is that 
correct? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. So it is sort of a trail of doing this over and over again 
and you never had a question about it? 

Ms. Foung. No. There was only two times. 

Mr. Mica. Now. We all sympathize with your inconvenience, but 
the law — and I asked for a copy of it — here says that any person 
who knowingly or willfully violates — commits a violation of any 
provision of this act, which involves making, receiving, or reporting 
any contribution or expenditure aggregating $2,000 or more during 
a calendar year, shall be fined and imprisoned for not more than 
1 year or both, and the amount of the fine shall not exceed $25,000 
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or 300 percent of any contribution or expenditure involved in such 
violation. 

That could be a lot more inconvenience than 4 or 5 days; couldn’t 
it? 

Ms. Foung. There is a word “intentionally.” 

Mr. Mica. You don’t have to answer, because you didn’t — ^you 
didn’t violate it to the degree. I mean, you only did $12,500; is that 
right? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. Well, OK. The other assumption is that there is noth- 
ing new here today. So you testified and you testified that no one 
contacted you prior to our committee contacting you; is that cor- 
rect? 

Ms. Foung. That’s correct. 

Mr. Mica. That’s correct? 

Mr. Landon. As far as? 

Mr. Mica. Anything about this matter, the FBI, the Department 
of Justice. 

Mr. Landon. A newspaper reporter. 

Mr. Mica. Oh, a newspaper reporter got to you first? 

Mr. Landon. It was back in February of — February of this year. 

Mr. Mica. Tell me which one just for the heck of it. Do you re- 
member? 

Mr. Landon. It was a Washington paper. I don’t know Post, 
Times or what it was. 

Mr. Mica. All right. We want to give the Times full credit. They 
are beat up lately. 

Now, the first contact that took place with you from any official 
body was this committee, correct? Is that correct? On this matter? 
The first contact with you from any official Government body was 
this committee; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. Well, the Department of Justice got in touch with 
me, too. 

Mr. Mica. But no, who got to you first? Do you remember when? 

Mr. Landon. When did you guys? 

Ms. Foung. Yes, the investigator. 

Mr. Mica. When? 

Mr. Landon. Sometime in September, I believe. 

Ms. Foung. I am sure your record will 

Mr. Mica. September of this year? 

Ms. Foung. No. Your record should have shown the date. They 
came to my house. 

Mr. Mica. OK. We will just say 2 or 3 months ago. 

Has anyone from the Senate investigations. Senate committee, 
contacted you? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Mica. Have they contacted you? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Mica. OK. And when did the FBI or the Department of Jus- 
tice contact you? Can you remember? A month ago or 2 months 
ago? 

Ms. Foung. No, they didn’t. 

Mr. Mica. They have not contacted you? 

Ms. Foung. No, except we know we went to the grand jury. 
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Mr. Mica. When you were called into the grand jury? 

Ms. Foung. Uh-huh. 

Mr. Mica. The same with you? 

Mr. Landon. Correct. 

Mr. Mica. Well, Mr. Chairman, I will yield back my time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

And I guess we have one last questioner, Mr. Barr. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Ms. Foung, who do you work for? You talked about your job but 
I don’t recall 

Mr. Burton. We agreed to keep the witnesses’ employment con- 
fidential. 

Mr. Barr. OK. What is the nature of your duties, without dis- 
closing who you work for? What is the nature of your employment 
duties? 

Ms. Foung. It is real complicated. We do mechanical mainte- 
nance work. 

Mr. Barr. I am sorry, what? 

Ms. Foung. Mechanical or maintenance or operator. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Have you worked for an insurance company or 
companies in the past? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. USF&G? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. Any others? 

Ms. Foung. St. Paul, Aetna. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Approximately how many years total were you in 
the insurance business? 

Ms. Foung. Approximately 8 years. 

Mr. Barr. OK. If we could have up the Birthday Victory Fund 
check. Is that August 15th, 1996, for $10,000, the one, Ms. Foung, 
that is noted at the bottom, “Federal.” You testified, I think earlier 
today, and I believe also in your deposition, that the word “Fed- 
eral” was written in the lower left-hand corner because your broth- 
er had asked you to put that there? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. Did he offer any explanation at all about what that 
meant? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Barr. Did you ask him? 

Ms. Foung. No. 

Mr. Barr. Is your brother a fairly particular type person? In 
other words, if he says something, is there usually a reason for 
what he says? 

Ms. Foung. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. So you figured — you would agree with me that 
there was a reason why he asked you to put “Federal” on the check 
there? He didn’t just pull that name out of the air? 

Ms. Foung. Yes, I agree with you. 

Mr. Barr. OK. The check is made out to the Birthday Victory 
Fund. Whose birthday is that? 

Ms. Foung. I believe he mentioned that something was to Mis- 
ter — the President’s birthday. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Did you ask him about that at the time? 



185 


Ms. Foung. About what? 

Mr. Barr. Did you say, Charlie, whose birthday am I giving this 
to, or something like that? 

Ms. Foung. I probably did. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Why did you ask him about that and not the rest 
of the information on the check? You don’t know? 

Ms. Foung. Birthday, that’s interesting — that’s something inter- 
esting me more than politics. 

Mr. Barr. Well, I don’t know that birthday means politics to 
most of us. But asking you to put the word “Federal,” which could 
relate to the Federal Government, that didn’t interest you? 

Ms. Foung. Not really. I thought it was a part of a business. 

Mr. Barr. What business is that? 

Ms. Foung. His business. 

Mr. Barr. Well, what business? 

Ms. Foung. A lot of corporations or businesses have a lobbyist, 
contributions, things like that; is that right? I mean, that’s some- 
thing I don’t understand. So if it is something I don’t understand, 
I don’t ask. 

Mr. Barr. A lot of us don’t. That is why we are trying to sort 
of be able to ask him directly. 

Ms. Foung. I am not talking about him. I am talking about cor- 
poration in this country in general. 

Mr. Barr. I am talking about him. I am talking about this check 
and this incident. 

Ms. Foung. Until this moment, I still don’t know what that 
“Federal” means. Maybe you can explain it to me? 

Mr. Barr. I could explain to you but I doubt that our colleagues 
on the other side would be interested. 

What I am interested in is what you know about the check, what 
you knew about it at the time and what he intended, and we have 
covered that. 

Mr. Landon, if I could, refer back to another document, and I 
apologize — I don’t recall whether we looked at this earlier, but you, 
I believe, testified that you don’t know Mr. Huang; is that correct? 

Mr. Landon. That’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. Prior to all of this happening, did you ever — had you 
ever heard his name before? 

Mr. Landon. No, sir. 

Mr. Barr. Yet you are now aware that this document, which de- 
tails the check to you — from you coming in for the dinner was at- 
tributed to Mr. Huang’s account, as it were? 

Mr. Landon. I know it was given to the DNC. 

Mr. Barr. I am sorry? 

Mr. Landon. I know it was wrote for the DNC. 

Mr. Barr. Right. Do you see there where Mr. Huang’s name ap- 
pears on the bottom left? 

Mr. Landon. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Barr. OK. Does it at this point bother you that you have ap- 
parently been, to some extent, used by somebody that you don’t 
even know? 

Mr. Landon. If you mean do I wish I hadn’t wrote the check, 
that’s correct. 

Mr. Barr. Yes. Thank you. Thank you very much. 
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And I yield back, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
I want to conclude this part of our hearing today, by thanking 
Mr. Landon and Ms. Foung. I know you had a couple of uncomfort- 
able moments. I apologize for that, but we really appreciate your 
cooperation. And Mr. Sollers, we appreciate your being here. We 
will stand in recess until 3 p.m., so we can get a bite to eat. 

[Whereupon, at 2:15 p.m., the committee recessed to reconvene 
at 3 p.m., this same day.] 

Mr. Burton. The committee will reconvene. Would the officers 
shut the doors, please? 

We are now ready for our second panel that consists of Mr. David 
Wang. Mr. Wang, please approach the table, please. 

Mr. Wang, would you raise your right hand? 

[Witness sworn.] 

Mr. Burton. On behalf of our committee, Mr. Wang, we welcome 
you here today. We understand that you may be in need of an in- 
terpreter and one has been provided for you. And I ask that all 
Members who are going to be questioning the witness be as patient 
as they can because there will be a translation, in many cases, nec- 
essary. 

I now recognize the committee’s chief counsel, Mr. Bennett, for 
30 minutes. 

[The deposition of David Wang follows:] 

Executive Session 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight, 

U.S. House of Representatives, 

Washington, DC. 

DEPOSITION OF: DAVID WANG 

Monday, October 6, 1997 

The deposition in the above matter was held in Room 2203, Rayburn House Office 
Building, commencing at 1:05 p.m. 

Appearances: 

Staff Present for the Government Reform and Oversight Committee: Richard D. 
Bennett, chief counsel; James C. Wilson, senior investigative counsel; Barbara Com- 
stock, chief investigative counsel; Kenneth Ballen, minority chief investigative coun- 
sel; Christopher Lu, minority counsel; Michael T. Yang, minority counsel; Andrew 
Su, staff assistant; Michael J. Raphael, minority counsel, Phil Schiliro, minority 
staff director; Agnieszka Fryszman, minority staff; Phil Barnett, minority staff. 

Also Present: Paul N. Herbert, criminal investigator. Department of the Treasury. 
Interpreter for the Witness: Herman Liang. 

For DAVID WANG: 

MICHAEL CARVIN, ESQ. 

R. TED CRUZ, ESQ. 

Cooper & Carvin 
Suite 401 

2000 K Street, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 20006 

For DAVID WANG: 

MARK T. FLEWELLING 
Walker, Wright, Tyler & Ward, LLP 
Suite 900 

626 Wilshire Boulevard 

Los Angeles, California 90017-3209 
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THEREUPON, DAVID WANG, a witness, was called for examination by counsel, 
and after having been first duly sworn, was examined and testified as follows: 

Mr. Bennett. Good afternoon, Mr. Wang. I’m Dick Bennett, chief counsel for the 
Government Reform and Oversight Committee. On behalf of all of the members of 
the committee. Republicans and Democrats alike, I want to thank you for appearing 
here today. The record should reflect that you have a translator who has been pro- 
vided by the committee seated to your right and if you would identify yourself 
please, sir. 

The Interpreter. Herman Liang. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Liang is here to translate any questions which you don’t under- 
stand or translate your answers. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you have a working understanding of the English language so 
you believe you understand what I have said thus far? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Also, we should note that you are appearing here pursuant to an 
immunity order signed by Judge Johnson of the United States District Court for the 
District of Columbia, a copy of which has been provided to your counsel, Mr. Carvin. 
Is that correct, Mr. Carvin? 

Mr. Carvin. Yes, that’s right. 

Mr. Bennett. This proceeding is known as a deposition, Mr. Wang. The person 
transcribing this proceeding is a House reporter and notary public. You have been 
placed under oath. 

I would like to note for the record those who are present at the beginning of the 
deposition. As I said, I am Dick Bennett, chief counsel for the committee. To my 
right is Jim Wilson, chief assistant Majority counsel for the committee. I am accom- 
panied here today by Mr. Paul Herbert, who is a criminal investigator with the De- 
partment of the Treasury and I believe you have met Mr. Herbert before, correct? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Also, Mr. Ken Ballen and Mr. Chris Lu are Minority counsel for 
the committee, and they are accompanied by, and perhaps I should make sure I 
have the names correctly. 

Mr. Ballen. Michael Yang, Andrew Su, and Michael Raphael. 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, Mr. Wang, you are represented here today by? 

Mr. Carvin. Michael Carvin, Cooper & Carvin, with my associate Ted Cruz. And 
Mark Flewelling, who is Los Angeles counsel. 

Mr. Bennett. I would advise you, first of all, Mr. Wang, that although this pro- 
ceeding is being held in a somewhat informal atmosphere, because you have been 
placed under oath, your testimony here today has the same force and effect as if 
you were testifying before the committee or in a courtroom. Do you understand 
that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And for the record, as a courtesy to Congressman Waxman, Con- 
gressman Waxman of California has arrived. Congressman, it is nice to see you, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. In a minute. Congressman, I’ll defer to you, if you have any ques- 
tions. 

But in advising the witness in terms of the procedures to be followed, if I ask you 
or anyone asks you any questions about conversations you have had in the past and 
you are unable to recall the exact words used in that conversation, you may state 
that you are unable to recall those exact words and then you may give the gist or 
substance of any such conversation to the best of your recollection. Do you under- 
stand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. If you recall only part of a conversation or only part of an event, 
please give me your best recollection of those events or parts of conversations that 
you recall. 

If I ask you whether you have any information about a particular subject and you 
have overheard other persons conversing with each other regarding that subject or 
have seen correspondence or documentation about that subject, please tell me that 
you do not have such information and indicate the source from which you derive 
such knowledge. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Okay. 

Mr. Bennett. Before we begin the questioning, I want to give you some back- 
ground about the investigation and your appearance here. Pursuant to its authority 
under House Rules X and XI of the House of Representatives, the Committee on 
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Government Reform and Oversight is engaged in a wide-ranging review of possible 
political fund-raising improprieties and possible violations of law. 

Pages 2 through 4 of the House Report 105-139 summarizes the investigation as 
of June 19, 1997, and describe new matters which have arisen in the course of the 
investigation. Also, pages 4 through 11 of the report explain the background of the 
investigation. All questions relating either directly or indirectly to these issues, or 
questions which have the tendency to make the existence of any pertinent fact more 
or less probable than it would be without the evidence, are proper. 

Mr. Liang, I think in an abundance of caution, if you will translate that for Mr. 
Wang as well, because that was somewhat involved. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. The committee has been granted specific authorization to conduct 
this deposition pursuant to House Resolution 167 which passed the full House on 
June 20, 1997. Committee Rule 20 outlines the ground rules for the deposition. 

Majority and Minority committee counsels will ask you questions regarding the 
subject matter of the investigation. Minority counsel will ask questions after Major- 
ity counsel has finished, which means after I ask questions, then Mr. Ballen or Mr. 
Lu will ask questions. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. As a matter of courtesy to a Member of Congress, Congressman 
Waxman in a few minutes will be accorded the opportunity to ask questions ini- 
tially, or Congressman Waxman at any time may interject questions that he has. 
Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. After the Minority counsel has completed questioning you, a new 
round of questioning might begin. As I said. Members of Congress who wish to ask 
questions will be afforded an immediate opportunity to ask their questions. When 
they are finished, we may continue to ask questions. 

Pursuant to the committee’s rules, you are allowed to have an attorney present 
to advise you of your rights being here today. Any objection raised during the course 
of the deposition shall be stated for the record. So I note your attorneys are here, 
and if your attorneys object or instruct you not to answer, then you are not to an- 
swer. Absent your attorney objecting or instructing you not to answer, you should 
answer the question. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. If the witness is instructed not to answer a question or otherwise 
refuses to answer a question. Majority and Minority counsel will confer to determine 
whether your attorney’s objection was proper. If Majority and Minority counsels 
agree that a question is proper, the witness will be asked to answer the question. 
If an objection is not withdrawn, the Chairman or a Member designated by the 
Chairman, in this case Congressman Dan Burton of Indiana, may decide whether 
the objection is proper. 

Again, Mr. Liang, in an abundance of caution, if you would translate that again 
to make sure Mr. Wang understands. 

Mr. Wang, continuing, this deposition is considered as taken in executive session 
of the committee, which means it may not be made public without the consent of 
the committee pursuant to clause 2(k)(7) of House Rule XI. You are asked to abide 
by the rules of the House and not discuss with anyone other than your attorney this 
deposition and the issues and questions raised during this proceeding. 

Finally, no later than 5 days after your testimony is transcribed and you have 
been notified that your transcript is available, you may submit suggested changes 
to the Chairman. The transcript will be available for your review at the committee 
office. The committee staff may make any typographical and technical changes re- 
quested by you. Substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amendments 
to the deposition transcript submitted by you must be accompanied by a letter re- 
questing those changes and a statement of your reasons for each proposed change. 
A letter requesting substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, or amend- 
ments must be signed by you. Any substantive changes, modifications, clarifications, 
or amendments shall be included in an appendix to the transcript conditioned upon 
your signing of the transcript. 

In light of the fact that you have been called as a witness before the full com- 
mittee this Thursday, October 9, I have indicated to your counsel that a daily copy 
will be provided by tomorrow to your attorney for you to have an opportunity to re- 
view that. 

Do you understand what I have said? Again, Mr. Liang, if you could translate. 

The Interpreter. By Thursday you will provide? 
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Mr. Bennett. By the end of the day tomorrow, he will he provided a copy of his 
testimony transcript because he will he testifying as a witness on Thursday. Do you 
understand what I said, Mr. Wang? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, do you understand everything we’ve gone over so far? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Caevin. Let me if I may just ask for the record, are you following, Mr. Wang? 
Are there any problems that you have with the translation or are you under- 
standing everything he says? 

The Witness. In fact, there are something here, some words. 

Mr. Garvin. In English? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Garvin. But you are following everything he said carefully? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Garvin. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. And if at any time you don’t understand, please just raise your 
hand and indicate. You don’t have any questions about anything we have gone over 
so far? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Just a few other housekeeping matters. I will be asking you ques- 
tions concerning the subject matter of this investigation. If you don’t understand a 
question, please say so and I will repeat it or rephrase it. 

As I said, the reporter will be taking down everything we say and he will make 
a written record of the deposition. Therefore, you must give verbal answers. A mere 
nod of the head or a gesture — you have to give an answer so the court reporter un- 
derstands. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. As I said, your testimony is being taken under oath as if you were 
in court. If you answer a question, it will be assumed that you understood the ques- 
tion and the answer was intended to be responsive. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Are you here voluntarily or here as a result of a subpoena? I think 
the record should reflect that you have a subpoena to appear before the committee 
for a hearing on Thursday. I don’t believe you are here pursuant to a subpoena for 
the deposition, however. Is that correct, Mr. Garvin? 

Mr. Garvin. There was a Notice of Deposition, but after the immunity order was 
entered, we are here cooperating voluntarily. 

Mr. Bennett. I thank you for that. 

As a courtesy to Gongressman Waxman, who is present, I shall defer questioning 
to Gongressman Weixman at this time. 

Gongressman, if you have any questions. 

For the record, Mr. Ballen, designated Minority counsel. 

Mr. Ballen. if we could have on the record the translator’s qualifications and cre- 
dentials, where he is employed, I think that will be helpful. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you. 

The Interpreter. I’ve been contract interpreter for State Department for the past 
15 years. I work over at USIA. I have translated for Presidents and Vice Presidents, 
both past and present, from President Reagan until President Gore’s last trip to 
Ghina. Also, for former Secretary of State when they have visited Ghina or when 
they had Ghinese delegations visiting over here on a variety of subjects, and for the 
executive — different branches of the executive branch, different heads. And also for 
the Navy on a very wide range of issues, from the launching of satellites to maybe 
gasification. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Garvin. Just to clarify the record, what particular language are you speak- 
ing? 

The Interpreter. Mandarin. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank, Mr. Bennett. 

Mr. Wang, I’m a Gongressman from your area, Los Angeles, not precisely your 
part of Los Angeles, I’m from West L.A., I’m also the senior Democrat on the Gov- 
ernment Reform and Oversight Gommittee. I want to thank you for your assistance 
in this investigation. I appreciate your being here. 

I wanted to ask you some questions briefly, and I appreciate counsel allowing me 
to do it. You met on August 15 with two investigators from the committee, Paul 
Herbert and Jim McFadden; is that correct? 

The Witness. Yes action. 

Mr. Waxman. They wrote up what is called a Memorandum of Interview that 
summarized their interview with you. I have a copy here and I would like to give 
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it to — I understand your lawyer was given a copy of this document before the depo- 
sition. 

Mr. Bennett. Just for the record, Congressman, I note that the document we re- 
ceived actually has all three interviews stapled together; is that correct? 

Mr. Lu. That is correct. 

Mr. Bennett. They being August 15, 1997, August 19, 1997, and September 2, 
1997; is that correct? 

Mr. Lu. That is right. 

Mr. Caevin. This procedural question. The Congressman will you be asking ques- 
tions about this document. I was just wondering if we were going to make this an 
exhibit to the deposition assuming there is reference to it. 

Mr. Waxman. Why don’t we make that 

[Minority Exhibit No. 1 was marked for identification.] 

[Note. — All exhibits referred to may be found at end of deposition 
on p. 217.] 

Mr. Waxman. When you met with our committee investigators, did they tell you 
it was important to tell the truth? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you tell the truth when you answered the questions to the in- 
vestigators? 

Mr. Carvin. I am going to seek a clarification. We are talking about three dif- 
ferent meetings here over a space of time. 

Mr. Waxman. I’m merely asking when he talked to them. 

Mr. Carvin. And if there was a particular question, it may help focus the witness 
on — I’ll note, for example, on the August 15 memo, there are inconsistencies be- 
tween the first part and the second part of the meetings after the 10-minute break. 
I just don’t want my witness to get tripped up on technicalities. And I know that 
is not your intent, but if perhaps you could focus in on something more specific, that 
would be helpful. 

Mr. Waxman. I want to go through some basic questions with you about your con- 
tribution to the Democratic National Committee. My question is based on the state- 
ments you gave the committee investigators and my questions will ask you some 
of the same things the investigators asked you. I apologize for going over this with 
you again, but since we are having this deposition, I wanted to hear it, exactly what 
happened. 

In your statement to the committee investigators on August 15, you said that you 
knew John Huang and had met him; is that correct? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. I think the statement said that you socialized with John Huang a 
couple of times at the 888 Seafood Restaurant in the San Gabriel Valley; is that 
correct? 

The Witness. This question, named some restaurant. I’m not sure of the 888. 

Mr. Waxman. That’s not important. But you knew him and you socialized with 
him at a restaurant. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. In the statement you also said that your brother-in-law John 
Liu 

The Witness. John. 

Mr. Waxman [continuing]. Also knew John Huang; is that correct? 

The Witness. In fact, he also met on some social party. 

Mr. Waxman. Then he had met him? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Does your father or other members of your family know John 
Huang? 

The Witness. I think my father. My father. 

Mr. Waxman. Your father. Does your father know John Huang? 

The Witness. Same thing like me, we met on a social party at a restaurant. 

Mr. Waxman. I see. Your father, your brother-in-law, and you? 

The Witness. In fact my brother-in-law, I’m not so sure, because one thing I must 
correct because one time we met on John Huang, me and my father, the meeting 
in a restaurant. 

Mr. Waxman. You and your father met him in a restaurant? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Your statement said that you met with John Huang in August 1996 
and that John Huang asked you to make a contribution to the Democratic National 
Committee; is that correct? 
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The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Your statement also says you made a contribution of $5,000 to the 
DNC and we have a copy of your check to the DNC. It is dated August 16 and it 
is check Number 178. 

Did you write a check to the DNC on August 16, 1996, for $5,000? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Why don’t we make that Exhibit 2. 

[Minority Exhibit No. 2 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Waxman. Your statement says that John Huang and another man picked up 
the $5,000 check from you at your place of employment; is that correct? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. I take it that John Huang picked up the check to the DNC on Au- 
gust 16, 1996, the same day you wrote the check; is that right? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. The check is dated August 16. Did he pick it up that same day? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you have a different meeting with John Huang when he asked 
you to write a check? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. So he asked you to write the check on that date, you wrote the 
check, and then he took the check? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And that was on August 16, the day the check was written? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Where did this occur? 

The Witness. In my office. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you remember what time of day it was, morning, afternoon? 

The Witness. Morning. In the morning. 

Mr. Waxman. Who was there? Who was present when you met with John Huang 
and he asked you to contribute to the Democratic National Committee? 

The Witness. Me and my father. 

Mr. Waxman. Your father was there? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Is this a different meeting than the time you were at a restaurant 
together? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. John Huang asked you to give money, you wrote a check, and he 
took it all in the same day? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Now, I want to ask you about whether you were reimbursed for 
your contribution. At this point I’m a little confused because you gave two different 
statements to the investigators. First, you said you weren’t reimbursed, then when 
the investigators came back you said you were reimbursed. I want to ask you some 
questions to clarify exactly what happened. 

Were you reimbursed for your contribution? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Why did you first tell the investigators that you had not been reim- 
bursed? 

The Witness. Because I think that maybe give me some trouble. But later I 
think, be honest. Honest is ever 3 d;hing, it’s good. So then I change. I got the money 
back. 

Mr. Waxman. Could you describe when and how you received the reimbursement? 

The Witness. After they took the check and they come back, and for the cash. 

Mr. Waxman. Was that the same day or another day? 

The Witness. The same day. 

Mr. Waxman. Was the day that they took the check from you the day they gave 
you money, the same day? 

The Witness. The same day. They come that afternoon. 

Mr. Waxman. Were the people that took your check the same people that came 
and gave you money? 

The Witness. In fact, money come to person and that afternoon only that Mr. 
Pan, he come back. 

Mr. Waxman. Was Mr. Pan at the meeting in the morning? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. He was with John Huang? 

The Witness. You mean afternoon? In the morning? 
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Mr. Waxman. You’re confusing me. In the morning John Huang asked you for the 
check, you wrote a check, and he took the check. In the afternoon you said somebody 
came and gave you money. You said that was Mr. Pan? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Was Mr. Pan — had Mr. Pan been in the meeting in the morning? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. He was with John Huang? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And that was the same day? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you receive the money all at one time? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. How much money did you get? 

The Witness. Totally $10,000. 

Mr. Waxman. You got $10,000? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Was that in a check or in cash? 

The Witness. Cash. 

Mr. Waxman. How do you know you were reimbursed by Mr. Pan? He introduced 
himself as Mr. Pan? 

The Witness. Your question means I know how he is Pan? 

Mr. Waxman. Yes. 

The Witness. That’s before we know each other in the social party. 

Mr. Waxman. You knew him before? 

The Witness. In a social party. 

Mr. Waxman. Let me see if I understand everything. John Huang and Mr. Pan 
together asked you and your father for a contribution? 

The Witness. Yes, in the morning. 

Mr. Waxman. And then you wrote a check and they took it that morning, yes? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. That afternoon, the same day, Mr. Pan came in and gave you 

$ 10 , 000 ? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Was that August 16, the same day that you wrote the check? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. When you met with John Huang, did you discuss reimbursements 
with him and did John Huang say that you would be reimbursed for your contribu- 
tion? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. The translator told you that I asked whether John Huang told you 
that morning you would get money back? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Carvin. That was a compound question, and I think it was asked and an- 
swered. The first time the question was asked was whether Mr. Pan or Mr. Huang 
said they would be reimbursed, and I belieye the second time it was that Mr. Huang 
would say it, and I would like to clarify for the record whether or not the witness 
recollects whether it was Mr. Huang or Mr. Pan who said that you would be reim- 
bursed for your contribution. Can you do that? 

Mr. Waxman. Let me just for clarity of the record, let me make it as simple as 
I can. Do you recall if it was Mr. Huang or Mr. Pan who said you would be reim- 
bursed? 

The Witness. I’m not so sure who exactly say they reimbursed me, but I know 
one of them said the money can be reimbursed, so that’s why I make the check. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know where the money came from that was paid to you for 
reimbursement? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. According to your statement, you also received reimbursement for 
a contribution to the DNC made by Daniel Wu. Can explain what you know about 
Daniel Wu’s contribution and the reimbursement he received? 

The Witness. Daniel Wu? 

The Witness. Yes. I made the check for Daniel Wu. 

Mr. Waxman. You made a check for Daniel Wu? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. You wrote it out of your account? 

The Witness. From his account. 

Mr. Waxman. From his account? 

The Witness. Yes. 
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Mr. Waxman. You wrote a check from his account. You were able to sign your 
name on his account or did you sign his name? 

The Witness. I signed his name. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know who Charlie Trie is? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Carvin. Just again to clarify, there has been some publicity about Mr. Trie. 
I take it your question is whether he has personal knowledge and acquaintance with 
Mr. Trie? 

Mr. Waxman. Have you ever met or spoken with Charlie Trie? 

The Witness. No. The name only shows on the newspaper I know. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know if Antonio Pan worked for Charlie Trie? 

The Witness. No, I don’t know. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you know Mr. Pan’s first name? 

The Witness. Before in fact, before I did know him as Mr. Pan until later on, 
they said I know his first name. 

Mr. Waxman. When later on did you learn his first name? 

The Witness. In fact after the investigator. 

Mr. Waxman. That was after the investigators came to talk to you? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. But when you were at a social occasion with Mr. Pan, you didn’t 
know his first name at that time? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Have you told about these answers to these questions to anyone 
other than the investigators and your attorney? 

The Witness. The people, in fact, my family? 

Mr. Waxman. Yes. 

The Witness. Yeah. Besides my family, I don’t talk to anybody. 

Mr. Waxman. So you’ve talked to investigators and your family and your lawyers? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And no one else? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. I thank you again for cooperating with this inyestigation. We all 
want to know all the information that will help us decide what the best policy 
should be to change the campaign finance laws or if there are violations of laws, 
to be sure that the laws are enforced. You have been very helpful. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Congressman Waxman, I’m not sure if you intend to stay for the 
whole deposition, but if you were going to leave I wanted to clarify one point in case 
you wanted to follow up on one question. 

Mr. Waxman. Sure. 


examination by me. BENNETT: 

Mr. Bennett. One point, in fairness to you, if you wanted to follow up, Mr. Wang, 
I’ll start with a little more background and go through step by step but, so Con- 
gressman Wcixman has the opportunity to follow up on a question, you gave out of 
your own account a total of $5,000, correct? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And you had the power of attorney for a friend of yours named 
Daniel Wu; is that correct? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And so pursuant to that power of attorney, you made a $5,000 con- 
tribution for Daniel Wu as well; is that correct? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And in terms of the two individuals, Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan indi- 
cating to you that you would be reimbursed, you were advised that you would be 
reimbursed for both your check and Mr. Wu’s check; is that correct? 

Mr. Carvin. Just for clarification, Dick, are you asking whether or not there was 
specific conversation on reimbursement for both checks or whether that was Mr. 
Wang’s impression from the general conversation? 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Mr. Bennett. Be fine if it’s his impression. I’m tr 3 ring to follow up Congressman 
Waxman’s point about the $10,000 he received. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. So if the Congressman understands, when you received $10,000 
back, that was not just for you, it was also for Mr. Wu? 

The Witness. Yes. 
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Mr. Bennett. I just wanted to clarify that, Congressman, in case you had any 
other follow-up questions. I don’t want you to misunderstand. 

Mr. Waxman. No, I understood that. 

Mr. Bennett. Going back, Mr. Wang, I want to thank you also on behalf of the 
Republican members of the committee and thank you for coming here. Congressman 
Waxman asked a question concerning an interview that was conducted of you by 
joint detailees, people who are assigned to work for both the Republicans and the 
Democrats on the committee. In fact, Mr. Paul Herbert, the record should reflect, 
is here behind me. Do you recognize Mr. Herbert? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Carvin. I’m sorry to interrupt, Dick, but there’s some other folks who haven’t 
been identified. For the record, I don’t know who they’re with, but it would be help- 
ful for my purposes if I knew who they were. 

Mr. Bennett. I’m not sure if I can identify them all. 

Mr. Ballen. You want me to do it? 

Mr. Bennett. Perhaps. 

Mr. Ballen. Phil Schiliro, our staff director, Agnieszka Fryszman, Minority staff, 
and Phil Barnett, Minority staff. 

examination by me. BENNETT: 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Ballen. 

With respect to Mr. Herbert who’s here in the room, as well as any other indi- 
vidual who accompanied him, for the record they are required to report to both the 
Republican and Democrat members of the committee. Do you understand that? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Just for their own professional reputations, was Mr. Herbert and 
the other people who were with him, were they polite and courteous to you at all 
times? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. They were? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. At any time did they threaten you or frighten you in any way? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Carvin, for the record, do you make a contention that your cli- 
ent’s constitutional rights were violated at the time of any of his interviews? 

Mr. Carvin. We do not make such a contention. I do not, of course, waive any 
arguments that we may make in any subsequent civil or civil prosecutorial enforce- 
ment, but for purposes of these proceedings, as I say, we’re perfectly content to let 
the record speak for itself and have David straighten out things. 

I do want to put on the record notwithstanding the good faith of the investigators 
that Mr. Wang is a recent citizen, he has limited English proficiency, he was caught 
by surprise, and although I don’t think anybody intended to threaten him, there is 
inherently some concerns by recent citizens when visited by the government and 
there was not an attorney present during any of these conversations. So to the ex- 
tent there are potential inconsistencies that have been alluded to, I think those can 
be contradicted to those factors. 

Mr. Bennett. I understand. I can certainly understand that. But you do not con- 
tend that his constitutional rights were violated? 

Answer. No. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. If I could have some background, Mr. Wang, what is your date of birth, 
sir? 

Answer. February 11, 1963. 

Question. And where were you born? 

Answer. In Taiwan. 

Question. Are you a United States citizen? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When did you become a citizen? 

Answer. August 9, 1996. 

Question. When did you come to this country? 

Answer. December 1988. 

Question. I’m sorry, December 1988? 

Answer. Uh-huh. 

Question. And you actually became a naturalized citizen about a week before two 
individuals came to see you concerning this contribution; is that right? 

Answer. Yes. But I turn out application a whole year. 
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Question. I understand. But you officially became a naturalized citizen on Decem- 
ber 9, 1996? 

Mr. Garvin. I’m sorry, December 9? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. August 9, I am sorry. 

Answer. August 9. 

Question. Are you married, sir? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you have any children? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How many children do you have? 

Answer. One. One daughter 2 years and next month will be another one. 

Question. That’s wonderful. Good luck to you. 

Answer. Thank you. 

Question. What is your educational background, sir? 

Answer. I graduate in Tangshung University in Taiwan, in banking department. 
Question. You are presently employed in the car business in California; is that 
correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how long have you been a car salesman and in the car business? 
Answer. Since I come to the United States. 

Question. Since 1988? 

Answer. 1988. 

Question. Can I have the names of your — are both your parents here in the 
United States now? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And the names of your parents, please? 

Answer. Father, James Wang. 

Question. And your mother’s name? 

Answer. Shirley Chen. 

Question. Do you have any brothers or sisters? 

Answer. Yes. One, my elder — my older sister is Diana Wang and the elder brother 
Joe Wang. 

Question. Your siblings, your brothers and sisters, are they United States citizens 
now? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Are your mother and father. United States citizens? 

Answer. My father. My mother is not yet. 

Question. Where do your mother and father reside? 

Answer. Also living in Los Angeles. 

Question. Do your siblings, your brothers and sisters, do they live in the Los An- 
geles area as well? 

Answer. Yes. Yes. 

Question. Directing your attention to, first of all, August 16, 1996, about what you 
testified earlier in response to the Congressman’s question, let me ask you to go 
back a few months prior to August of 1996. 

Mr. Liang, you might wand to translate that for him. 

Answer. Okay. 

Question. Prior to August of 1996, had you been involved in politics? 

Answer. Political? 

Question. Political involvement, had you made any contributions to any political 
candidates prior to August of 1996 to your knowledge? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. The answer is yes? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How many political candidates? 

Answer. A number one time for the city. I think city council, for our city, the 
mayor election. 

Question. In the city of Los Angeles? 

Answer. The city of Rosemead. 

Question. City of Rosemead? 

Answer. Yes, small city. 

Question. You made a political contribution to a candidate running for political 
office in Rosemead, California? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Any other political contributions that you know of? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. When did you first meet John Huang? Not the day when he came to 
your house but just step back. When was the first time you met him? I believe you 
said you met him at a social party; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When would that have been? 

Mr. Carvin. I’m sorry, just to interrupt and clarify your prior questions, when you 
were asking about contributions, would that encompass writing checks for other peo- 
ple to attend fund-raisers and those kinds of things? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes. 

Mr. Carvin. The President’s birthday party, even though you didn’t attend? 

Mr. Bennett. That would be separate from the August 1996 event. 

Mr. Carvin. For your brother-in-law? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Carvin. Why don’t you relate the circumstances of your brother-in-law going 
to the President’s birthday party? 

The Witness. Oh, yes, write a check. I think I write it for party, for President 
Clinton in Los Angeles. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. For President Clinton? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How much was that check for? 

Answer. For $300. 

Question. $300? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you attend that event? Did you go to it? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did you send someone in your place to go? 

Answer. Yes. That time my brother-in-law, and also he bring two friends. 

Question. So the three of them were permitted to go to the birthday party for 
$300? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And that would have been before August 16, 1996? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Any other contributions? 

Answer. I talk to you for city. 

Question. I’m just clarifying. So we have the contribution for a local candidate, 
we have a $300 check for President Clinton’s birthday party in Los Angeles, and 
to your knowledge they are the only political contributions you would have made; 
is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How did you know about the birthday party for President Clinton? Who 
called you? 

Answer. The President come to L.A. for big event in the Chinese community and 
everybody heard about it in the news and everybody wanted to go there. So, so far 
I don’t remember exactly who tell me, just say, friend, everybody say you want to 
go- 

Question. You did not attend that event, though? 

Answer. No. Suppose I called. 

Mr. Ballen. Could we ask when? When was the event? I’m sorry. 

Mr. Bennett. Just for the record, as Mr. Ballen and I discussed in California, 
many times we have Majority finish with questions and then the Minority has ques- 
tions. I have no objection to Mr. Ballen interjecting a question at an appropriate 
time to allow for flow of information, Mr. Ballen. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. When was this event that you made the contribution, 
sir? 

The Witness. I think in July. The day of my check, 22nd or 26th. That’s the day 
the President come. 

Mr. Ballen. Was this the month before you made the August 16 contribution, one 
month before? 

The Witness. Yes, almost a month. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 
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EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. When was the very first time that you believe — I think I had asked this 
before and Mr. Carvin wanted to clarify a point. When was the very first time that 
you met John Huang? 

Answer. About, I think 1996, June or July. Exactly I don’t remember. 

Question. Just to the best of your knowledge. 

Answer. Yes, in a Chinese restaurant. 

Question. Sometime in June or July of 1996, you met Mr. John Huang, and you 
believe it was at a restaurant? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When was the first time you ever met a gentleman named Antonio Pan? 

Answer. In fact the same day. 

Question. The same day? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Mr. Pan and Mr. Huang. I don’t want to get yet into the matter of when 
they came to visit you on August 16, 1996. I’m trying to go back before that. Just 
so I understand, and if I’m not correct, correct me, you would have met Mr. Pan 
at the same time you met Mr. Huang at this restaurant? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what type of an event was it? Was it a political event? 

Answer. I think just very, a social party. No political. 

Question. But the two of them were talking there at the event at the restaurant 
when you met them? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Just a clarification. You met them both at the party, that’s what 
you said? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. When you were at the party, were the two of them together when 
you met them or just you met them both at that party? 

Mr. Carvin. As best you can recall. 

The Witness. If question, I don’t — two sit together, one here and one there. I can 
recall they were there in the restaurant. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Did you talk to both of them at that time? 

Answer. Yes, I think so. 

Question. Do you recall what conversation you had, first of all, with Mr. Huang? 

Answer. I’m not — I not remember very well. Common social. A conversation. Not 
special talking about other thing. 

Question. What about Mr. Pan? Do you remember the conversation you had with 
Mr. Pan? 

Answer. I do not remember. 

Question. When was the next time you saw either Mr. Huang or Mr. Pan? Was 
it August 16 when they came to visit you? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you recognize both of them from having met them the previous 
month or two at the restaurant? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So this would have been the second time you saw Mr. Huang and the 
second time you saw Mr. Pan? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Going into the matter of their initial meeting with you on August 16, 
1996, I’m going to show you, if I can, three exhibits, and I want to go through with 
you the events of that day as you look at these exhibits, sort of going back over what 
Congressman Waxman went over with you a few minutes ago. 

Perhaps you want to explain that to him, Mr. Liang, in the process. 

For the record, Congressman, I’m showing the witness what has been marked al- 
ready as Exhibit DW-1, which is in fact the same document I believe as Minority 
Exhibit 2, previously shown to the witness, but since these are already tabbed, I’ll 
do that, if you don’t mind. 

[Wang Deposition Exhibit No. DW-1 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. I’m showing you that exhibit, first of all, Mr. Wang. At the top there, 
do you recognize your check to the Democratic National Committee for $5,000? 
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Answer. Yes. 

Question. And then at the bottom — so you understand, is some tracking informa- 
tion from the Democratic National Committee. You’ve not seen that prior to today, 
I gather; is that right? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. When you were first approach by Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan, with respect 
to the matter of reimbursement in terms of reimbursing you for your $5,000 check, 
did they ask you at that time if you had any friends who might also be willing to 
write a check for which he or she might be reimbursed? And if you’ll translate that 
for him, Mr. Liang. 

Mr. Waxman. Counsel, that was a confusing question. Because you said, when he 
was first approached, and then was he asked whether he had friends on August 16. 
We don’t know whether that’s all the same day or another day. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe it’s all the same day. Congressman, but I’ll rephrase it. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Directing your attention to August 16, 1996, as you indicated to Con- 
gressman Wcixman earlier, there was a discussion about your writing a check and 
then being reimbursed for the money; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. At that time, that same time, when you were talking with Mr. Huang 
and Mr. Pan, you indicated you don’t recall which one said that to you; is that cor- 
rect? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. But both of them were present when whichever one would have said 
that to you, and you probably should translate that, Mr. Liang. 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Regardless of which one actually said they were going to reimburse with 
the other one being present, was there a discussion also about whether or not at 
that time you may have had any friends, a man or a woman who might also write 
out a check for which they would be reimbursed; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And did you give them a name of Mr. Daniel Wu? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Caevin. Again to clarify, when you say, give him the name, did he verbally 
use, state the name Daniel Wu or did he write a check at that time in the name 
of Daniel Wu? Did you mention the name Daniel Wu to Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan? 
Do you recall? 

The Witness. I talked to him as a friend, and he also can do the contribution. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Was Mr. Wu present when you spoke with Mr. Pan and Mr. Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. To your knowledge, did Mr. Pan or Mr. Huang know Daniel Wu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. If I can show you Exhibit WD-2, showing you, if you can, you have to 
take a minute to look through it, and your counsel. Exhibit DW-2. For the record, 
it being photocopies of your account information from the China Trust Bank of Cali- 
fornia. 

[Wang Deposition Exhibit No. DW-2 was marked for identification.] 

The Witness. Yes. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. For the record, by the way, one of the things we may want to do, coun- 
sel, is I would suggest that, unless Minority counsel has any objection, we can line 
out Mr. Huang’s home address in terms of certain privacy considerations for Mr. 
Wang. If the court reporter wants to line out the home address. 

Mr. Caevin. Yes, we would appreciate that and I would note that would be on 
the first page and the second page. 

Mr. Bennett. Perhaps we should do that now in the abundance of caution, if the 
court reporter would do that, please. 

Mr. Caevin. Can I make a similar request for Exhibits DW-1 and the one that 
is Exhibit 2. As you can see underneath David Wang’s name on both of those 
checks, it has a phone number in it and a home address. Is there any way to do 
that? 

Mr. Bennett. That is fine. We can take the home telephone number out. Do you 
have any objection to that, Mr. Ballen? 
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Mr. Ballen. No, I have no objection. But one thing to make clear for the record, 
I think you already did, Mr. Bennett, but just in the abundance of caution here, Mi- 
nority Exhibit 2 has a different Bates Stamp than the Majority Exhibit DW-1. I be- 
lieve that was, the check, so they reflect the same document that we are all refer- 
ring to and I believe you stated, just so the record is clear, you should probably pen 
both documents. 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, you are quite right. Your exhibit had the DNC 
Number 1804366 and our document doesn’t have a DNC number. It just has 
0000323, marked confidential. I think that is the distinction; isn’t that correct? 

Mr. Ballen. I think so. I think they are both from the DNC. 

Mr. Bennett. I believe that is correct. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Looking at Exhibit DW-2, that in fact represents, does it not, copies of 
account information for you dated August 16 and September 17, 1996; is that cor- 
rect, Mr. Wang? 

If the translator would translate that and if you would look at that for a minute, 
please? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And, in fact, this reflects deposit information in your account out of 
which you had written the $5,000 check; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Well, strike that. 

It is a different account, but it represents information concerning your receiving 
money back in return for your $6,000 check; is that correct? 

Mr. Garvin. Are you asking about the deposits? 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Garvin. I think it might help things, counsel, if you could point him just to 
the line you are referring to. 

Mr. Bennett. I am about to. 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. To refresh your recollection, the $5,000 check was written on August 16, 
1996, correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And in response to questions from Gongressman Weixman you indicated 
that you were told by Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan, one of the two said to you that you 
would be reimbursed? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And the other who did not speak sat there while the other person who 
did speak told you that? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And looking at the first page of DW-2, in fact, that reflects a $3,000 
deposit back to you the same day; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And the second page of DW-2 reflects a $2,000 payment back to you 
4 days later; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And if you will explain the circumstances pursuant to which you re- 
ceived money back on those 2 days, do you recall who — I think Gongressman Wax- 
man asked you a question as to whether or not you recalled who came back to give 
you your money and I believe, and if I am incorrect, correct me, I believe you said 
that Mr. Pan came back and brought you money; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How many times did Mr. Pan return? 

Answer. He returned only one time. 

Question. My question is, you received $3,000 or you deposited $3,000 on August 
16, and then you deposited $2,000 on August 20th, and I am trying to clarify wheth- 
er or not Mr. Pan returned to your home two times with money or one time with 
money. And perhaps to assist you in that regard, Mr. Wang, if I can show you Ex- 
hibit DW-3. That is for the reporter right there. Your attorney has that. 

[Wang Deposition Exhibit No. DW-3 was marked for identification.] 
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EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Can you identify Exhibit DW-3? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. For the record, it appears it is being a calendar — photocopies, 2 pages 
of calendar entries from August 15 to August 21, 1996; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And reviewing that, what notations do you have on August 16 and then 
on the second page, August 20th? 

Mr. Bennett. If you will translate for Mr. Wang to assist him, please. I’m not 
sure if the court reporter got that. 

Mr. Caevin. I think it might be more helpful if you spoke more slowly. On August 
16th you did what? 

The Witness. On August 16th, I deposited cash for I think it was $3,000, under 
David, $3,000, and then on August 20, it was for David $2,000 and then Daniel 
$ 2 , 000 . 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. And the Daniel you are referring to is Mr. Daniel Wu; is that correct? 
Answer. Yes. 

Question. And I will get his financial matters in a minute. But then there was 
one deposit on August the 16th for you and Mr. Wu for reimbursement and there 
was a second deposit on August 20 for you and Mr. Wu; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And then having looked at the documents, can you recollect the cir- 
cumstances and who came to your home to give you the money for reimbursement? 
Mr. Caevin. Can you clarify that, “came to his home?” 

Mr. Bennett. Wherever, I’m sorry. Your home, your office, first of all, August the 
16th, when you received $3,000 for yourself and $3,000 from Mr. Wu, who came to 
your home? 

Mr. Ballen. I am going to object, that wasn’t his testimony. 

Mr. Caevin. It might be simpler, if you don’t mind. 

Mr. Bennett. Sure. 

Mr. Caevin. Mr. Pan came back in the afternoon. 

The Witness. [By the witness] Yes. 

Mr. Caevin. How much money did he give you at that time? 

The Witness. A total of $10,000. 

Mr. Caevin. He gave him $10,000. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. That’s what I am trying to clarify. He came one time and gave you 

$ 10 , 000 ? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And then what did you do with the $10,000? 

Answer. He told me don’t deposit at one time. 

Question. Who told you that? 

Answer. Pan. 

Question. Mr. Pan told you not to deposit it all at one time? 

Answer. Yes, so I just spread out for 2 times, $3,000 and $2,000 thousand. 
Question. So you had all the $10,000 for both you and Mr. Wu, and pursuant to 
Mr. Pan telling you not to deposit the $10,000 at one time, you made two different 
payments or deposits for both yourself and Mr. Wu; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know why you were told not to deposit it at one time? 

Answer. No. No. 

Question. And with respect to the money, this $10,000, do you know the source 
of that money? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. When Mr. Pan told you not to deposit it all at one time, did he discuss 
with you whether or not you should discuss this with anybody? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I’m sorry? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what did he say, sir? 

Answer. He said just don’t tell anyone. 

Question. When Mr. Huang was speaking with you, did Mr. Huang ever make a 
reference to this repayment of money as being a secret? 
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Answer. Well, in fact, I am not sure I remember that he tell me it was a secret 
or something like that. 

Question. I’m sorry? 

Answer. He didn’t mention this is a secret or something like that. 

Question. When was the first time you were told not to tell anyone? 

Answer. This is Mr. Pan. 

Question. When Mr. Pan came to your home? 

Answer. Yes, he put the cash back. 

Question. Do you know whether or not these contrihutions, these two $5,000 
checks, for which you and Mr. Wu were reimbursed, do you know if it was related 
to a particular fund-raising event, a particular party? 

Answer. Well, in fact, as I know, he told me this for the President. 

Question. When you say he, who is he? 

Answer. Either Pan or Huang. 

Question. In other words, either one, you are not sure, one of them told you it 
was for the President’s what? 

Answer. The President, the campaign, the fund-raising. 

Question. Fund-raising for the President? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And it would have either been Mr. Huang or Mr. Pan and you are not 
sure which one? 

Answer. No, I am not sure. 

Question. But whichever one said it, was the other then present when the first 
person spoke? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Ballen. Can I just clarify? 

Mr. Bennett. Absolutely. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Ballen. And when did that occur, sir? 

The Witness. August 16. 

Mr. Ballen. That was the morning meeting at your office. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Any other questions, Mr. Ballen? 

Mr. Waxman. Was it related to a party or an event or just a contribution? 

The Witness. Contribution. 

Mr. Waxman. Did they talk to you in English or in Chinese? 

The Witness. Chinese. 

Mr. Waxman. Both Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Both in the morning and the afternoon, Mr. Pan spoke to you in 
Chinese? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. If counsel wouldn’t mind, before that, you had given another con- 
tribution for a party that the President attended in Los Angeles that you didn’t go 
to, but the President was there. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Did you get reimbursed for the money you paid for that? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. Did anybody suggest to you that you might get reimbursed? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. And how was it that Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan came to see you that 
morning? Did they call for the appointment or did they just show up? 

The Witness. Well, before they come, they must make a phone call. 

Mr. Waxman. Who called you? 

The Witness. I think it is Huang. 

Mr. Waxman. And when was that, the same day or week? 

The Witness. Same day. 

Mr. Waxman. He said I am coming by this morning. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Did he tell you why he wanted to come by and see you? 

The Witness. He said he was around that area and he wanted to come to my 
office to visit. 

Mr. Waxman. He didn’t say why? 

The Witness. No. 

Mr. Waxman. And had you ever heard about anybody else getting paid back for 
the money they gave to the campaign at that time? 

The Witness. No. 
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Mr. Waxman. And when you gave the contribution earlier to the party for the 
President, where he attended, where the President attended, who asked you to give 
to that? Did John Huang ask you to give to that or someone else? This was in July? 

The Witness. Well, in fact, at that time, I am not so sure, just before I answered 
the question, for that particular event, everybody knows, and the event, I am not 
so sure who would go together by who, and — so we know to go there, bring a check, 
pay to DNC, and just go there. 

Mr. Waxman. So you wrote out a check and your brother-in-law took it? 

The Witness. Took it, yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And you don’t know who asked you to do that, you just heard about 
the event? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Any other questions. Congressman? 

Mr. Waxman. No, those were some questions I figured I would ask. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. Mr. Wang, did you have any contact with the Democratic National Com- 
mittee concerning these contributions when you wrote out the two $5,000 checks 
that morning, August 16th? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. John Huang at that time 

Mr. Ballen. Excuse me. I’m sorry, I didn’t hear the answer. 

Mr. Bennett. He said, no. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Did Mr. Huang, John Huang, at that time, indicate what his position 
was with the Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did Mr. Huang subsequently call you to thank you for your contribu- 
tions for which you were reimbursed? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And do you know where he was when he called you to thank you? 

Answer. No. 

Question. After you were reimbursed for the $10,000, were you ever contacted by 
anyone from the Democratic National Committee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you have any understanding about who John Huang was or who An- 
tonio Pan was with respect to President Clinton’s campaign or the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee? It is a compound question and I guess it covers the territory. I 
am just asking what his understanding was. Counsel, as to John Huang or Antonio 
Pan? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. What was your understanding, first of all, as to John Huang, who was 
John Huang, what was his position? 

Answer. Well, in fact, during that time, John Huang, in the Chinese community, 
they have some newspaper, and also on TV, they interview John Huang, he is the — 
I think he is the — he do election for the President and he is a very, like, well-known 
person in the Chinese community. 

Question. And do you know what his position was with either the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee or with President Clinton’s re-election campaign in August of 
1996? 

Mr. Carvin. Clarification. Did he know what was his understanding at the time 
or what has he learned subsequently? 

Mr. Bennett. At the time. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. I’m sorry, you need to translate his answer. It doesn’t require a, 
yes, response, Mr. Liang, so if you could. 

The Witness. Well, it seemed to me that at that time, he was on the campaign 
trying to be either the Vice Chairman on the National — Democratic National Com- 
mittee or tr 3 ring to be a Deputy Secretary for Commerce. 

Mr. Ballen. Can we ask how he knew that? 

Mr. Carvin. Yes, and, first of all, did you just say that to him? Are you giving 
your understanding of what you knew in August of ’96 or what you have learned 
subsequently in the newspapers? 

The Witness. Before, prior to August 16th. 
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Mr. Garvin. What was your understanding, can you say it in English, please? In 
English, what was your understanding? 

Mr. Bennett. He need not say it in English. He can have it be translated. If he 
doesn’t think he can express it in English, the translator can translate for him. 

Mr. Garvin. That is fine. I am a little concerned about clarity here. 

The Witness. During the time, I mean, August 16th, before, even the social party, 
we know John Huang, he is a very important person. 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. And now the translator indicated that you had knowledge that he was 
either the Vice Ghairman of the Democratic National Gommittee or an Assistant 
Secretary of Gommerce; is that correct? 

The Interpreter. Sorry, correction. I didn’t say he was. He was tr3ring to get a 
job of campaigning for the job. 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. I understand. So you did not know what position he had at the time? 

Answer. No, only I know he is a very important person in the Government. 

Mr. Ballen. Gan I just ask, how did you know that, did he tell you that or did 
you read it in the newspapers? 

The Witness. From the newspapers. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Did John Huang tell you he was trying to get an important Government 
job? 

Answer. No, no. 

Question, l^en were you first contacted by the Democratic National Gommittee 
or any representative of the Democratic National Gommittee in connection with 
these $10,000 in payments and the reimbursement? 

Mr. Garvin. I object. It has been asked and answered. He said he wasn’t con- 
tacted by the DNG, unless you are including John Huang within the definition of 
people who represent the DNG. 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, counsel, he clearly was contacted by Ernst & Young 
on behalf of the Democratic National Gommittee. I am about to get there and I am 
just trying to verify that is the very first time. 

Mr. Ballen. Maybe say after the 16th then. 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. I don’t know how it can be any clearer. I will try again. 

Whenever you were contacted by any representative of the Democratic National 
Gommittee, after you made the payments of $10,000, and after you were reim- 
bursed, I am just trying to find out when that might have been, whether it was 
today, yesterday, when was the very first time you were contacted by the Demo- 
cratic National Gommittee or a representative of the Democratic National Gom- 
mittee. 

Mr. Garvin. And I am really trying to streamline this and not complicate it. He 
already told you John Huang called him after August 16th and then I take it, in- 
cluded within your question of people who represent the Democratic National Gom- 
mittee would be the accounting firm working in connection with them, Ernst & 
Young. 

Mr. Bennett. Just for the record, the witness has not said he knew that Mr. 
Huang was an official of the Democratic National Gommittee, so in fairness to the 
Democratic National Gommittee, I am trying to clarify when in his own mind some- 
one called and said they were calling on behalf of the DNG. That is the nature of 
the question. 

Mr. Garvin. Fair enough. 

Mr. Bennett. So why don’t you translate that. I don’t want to trap the witness. 
I am tr3dng to find out what the witness knows. 

The Witness. You mean besides John Huang. 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. That is correct, sir, when was the very first time? Again, I am not trying 
to trap you, Mr. Wang. I am just trying to get the information when in your own 
mind you knew. Apart from John Huang, you were talking to someone else from 
the Democratic National Gommittee and I will show you what has been marked as 
Exhibit DW-4. 
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Mr. Waxman. Before you get into that, Counsel, Mr. Wang’s attorney said he was 
called by John Huang afterwards and I didn’t know about that. 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, I am sorry. Congressman Waxman. I asked if he 
was called later and thanked by John Huang and I think he said he was called and 
thanked. I assume that is what the witness is making reference to. We can clarify 
that if you want. 

Mr. Waxman. Is that correct? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Did he say anything else to you other than thank you? 

Mr. Carvin. Can you give him a time frame for the question? 

Mr. Waxman. After August 16th, did John Huang call you up? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And how long afterwards, a week, 2 weeks, a month, just generally? 

The Witness. Just a couple days, within 1 week, roughly. 

Mr. Waxman. And what did he say to you when he called you? 

The Witness. As I know, he just tried to say thank you for the contribution and 
that is all. The phone call was very short. He just wanted to say thank you. 

Mr. Waxman. Before August 16, just so I have this clear, did you only meet John 
Huang that one time? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Before the day he came to your office, you had only met him one 
time? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. But you had heard about him. 

The Witness. Yes, sure. 

Mr. Waxman. And you knew he was an important person in the Democratic 
Party? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Did he or Mr. Pan spell out $5,000 or did they just ask for a con- 
tribution? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. He asked for $5,000. 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And then asked if someone else could give more money, like another 
$5,000, a friend. 

The Witness. Yes, he asked do you know another friend or person who also wants 
to contribute $4,000 or $5,000. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Ballen. So I’m clear, that was on the morning of August 16th. 

The Witness. Yes, in the morning. 

Mr. Waxman. I have to run to another meeting, but thank you very much and 
we will look forward to seeing you in a couple days. 

The Witness. Okay. 


examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. And at that point during that conversation, just to go back for a second, 
either Mr. Pan or Mr. Huang then indicated that the full $10,000 will be paid back 
to you; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Now showing you what has been marked as DW-4, if you want to 
take a look at that with Mr. Carvin, your attorney, it essentially is, I submit to you, 
a survey form with respect to efforts for the Democratic National Committee on a 
survey. Have you had a chance to look at this yet, counsel? 

[Wang Deposition Exhibit No. DW-4 was marked for identification.] 

Mr. Carvin. Is it intentional that we are skipping every other page or is that a 
Xeroxing problem. 

Mr. Wilson. This is the way the documents are. 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, that is how we got the documents and there is a 
gap in the numbering of pages which is of concern to us, but that is a totally sepa- 
rate issue. 

Mr. Carvin. This is what you got. 

Mr. Bennett. That is what we received on Majority side and in response to sub- 
poenas to the Democratic National Committee. 

Mr. Carvin. Just to clarify the record, there is a gap in both the Bates Stamps, 
and it seems as if the pages on the documents — and Counsel is indicating that that 
is how the document was received, so my suspicion is, this not a complete copy. 
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Mr. Ballen. And just so the record is clear, and counsel for the Majority said that 
is how the document was received by the Majority, the same document was pro- 
duced to both Majority and Minority. 

Mr. Bennett. And for the record, I cannot represent that — strike that. 

For the record, I cannot represent that this committee has not received — for ex- 
ample, these numbered pages are DNC 1804346, then 349, then 351, then 353, 355, 
356, 366 and 368. I cannot represent that the committee has never received or has 
not received some sequential pages in between there. I believe we definitely have 
missed pages, but I cannot represent all those pages are missing. Perhaps it is in 
terms of relevant documents being made a part of this exhibit. 

So I don’t want the record to reflect the Democratic National Committee has not 
given us any of the pages in between. I don’t believe we have all the pages in be- 
tween, but it may be that some really weren’t relevant in terms of putting the docu- 
ment together in terms of the deposition. So I don’t want the record to reflect that 
I am making that accusation against the DNC, because I don’t have a basis for that. 

Mr. Ballen. Just so you understand, Mr. Carvin, the DNC did withhold some 
documents from the committee on the basis of privilege so that may explain — I do 
not know why. 

Mr. Carvin. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Ballen. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Looking at this exhibit — particularly, if you will, look at answer number 
14, which is on document number DNC 1804351, there, the question from Ernst & 
Young, the accounting firm retained by the Democratic National Committee. The 
particular question is asked with respect to, can you confirm that all the money that 
was used to make this contribution was your money and did not come from some 
other source or person? And there you indicate, yes, you could confirm that; is that 
correct, Mr. Wang? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you at any point in this survey from Ernst & Young — do you recog- 
nize your handwriting there? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you in fact completed this survey and sent it back to Ernst & 
Young; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. At any point in this survey, apart from answering, yes, that it was your 
money, did you indicate anywhere that you had in fact been reimbursed the same 
day for your contribution? 

Answer. No. 

Question. No. 

And why was that, sir? 

Answer. Well, because I am afraid. 

Question. You were afraid? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I understand that. 

Did anyone from the Democratic National Committee ever get back in touch with 
you after this survey, after you filled this out? 

Answer. From my memory, I am not so sure, but after — the survey, I remember 
the survey; before, I forget that this was surveyed. And on a Friday, I mentioned 
they have phone-called me, but in fact I am not so sure — I mean, from the same 
company. 

Question. You say on Friday, you mean this past Friday? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I am going to get to that in a minute. But do you recall any other con- 
tact with the Democratic National Committee after you filled this survey out? 

Mr. Carvin. You mean after his memory was refreshed on Friday? 

Mr. Bennett. No, I believe the document has a draft date of December 6, 1996, 
from Debevoise & Plimpton, and I am tr 3 ring to confirm or to find out if there was 
any other contact from the Democratic National Committee after December of 1996, 
if he knows. 

The Witness. I am not so sure. Let’s say they give me a phone call, but I don’t 
know if it is before this one survey or after the survey. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Who says that they gave you a phone call? 

Answer. On Friday. 
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Mr. Garvin. Let me help you. The Assistant U.S. Attorney, Mr. McNamara. 

Mr. Bennett. Just for the record, you appeared before a Federal grand jury here 
in Washington this Friday, October 3, 1997; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And how long did you appear in front of the grand jury? 

Answer. About 30 or 40 minutes in grand jury. 

Question. And during that period of time, did you have a translator there with 
you? 

Answer. Unfortunately, no, because Friday, there be no translating. 

Question. And at that time, someone indicated to you that perhaps you had re- 
ceived a telephone call from the Democratic National Committee in addition to this 
survey? 

Answer. Well, in fact, one thing I want to say, before this one event, this is from 
the DNC, because the head-letter says Ernst & Young — I don’t know if this is from 
DNC or not — and only the survey and also the one phone call to call me. 

Question. Okay. And who gave the one phone call to you when you were called, 
who called you? You say one phone call; who called you? 

Answer. In fact, I don’t remember the phone call, but they say they have a phone 
call in this one. 

Question. “They,” who is “they,” sir? You say, the Assistant U.S. Attorney? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Tom McNamara, Assistant U.S. Attorney? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I am trying to make sure we are clear. In fact, within the last week, 
one of the lawyers for the Minority called you or called your father; is that correct? 

Mr. Garvin. I don’t know if he understands the term “the Minority.” 

Mr. Bennett. Either Mr. Ballen or Mr. Lu; is that correct. 

The Witness. Yes. 


examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Within the last week? 

Answer. Last week, Friday. 

Question. All right. And who called you, or did they call you or call your father? 
Answer. Called my father. 

Question. Okay. I am not referring to that phone call when I ask you about the 
Democratic National Committee. I am trying to make sure we are talking about two 
separate phone calls. 

Mr. Bennett. Why don’t you translate that, Mr. Liang? 

The Witness. Yes. 


examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Okay. You didn’t get a phone call from Mr. Ballen or anyone? Your fa- 
ther got the phone call? 

Answer. Friday, yes, my father, he received one phone call. 

Question. One phone call? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Who did he receive the phone call from; do you know? 

Answer. As I know, he told me he called Mr. Lu. 

Question. Mr. Lu called him? 

Answer. Yes. In fact, this is two persons; one speaks English and the other, Mr. 
Lu, he can speak a little Chinese. 

Question. Okay. 

Answer. Because my father’s English is no good. 

Question. So your father was called by two lawyers, Mr. Lu and another lawyer, 
last week? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what day of last week would that have been? 

Answer. Last Friday. 

Question. This past Friday, October the 3rd? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Were you able to talk with your father about what the nature of that 
phone conversation was? 

Answer. My father, he told me it’s about when my father met John Huang, about 
how he met John Huang and how many times they see each other. 

Question. Was your father present when you met with John Huang and Antonio 
Pan on August 16, 1996? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. Do you know whether or not your father was asked about that last 
week? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And do you know what your father responded, what he said to the law- 
yers who called him last week about whether or not he was present when you met 
with John Huang and Antonio Pan? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what did your father say to them? 

Answer. He said he is also in a meeting. 

Question. He said he was present? 

Answer. He was present on August 16. 

Question. So, to your knowledge, your father told the lawyers who called him last 
week that he was present at the meeting of August 16th? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Was anyone else present at the meeting apart from your father? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Garvin. And Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Yes, the meeting with Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan, was there anyone else 
present besides you and your father? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Was any money ever returned to you by the Democratic National Com- 
mittee? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Now there have been references — we will go back now if we can, to dis- 
cussions about — let me get these exhibits, if I can. 

Now, Congressman Waxman previously asked you and I asked you about Mr. Wu, 
the individual for whom you wrote the second $5,000 check and which was also re- 
imbursed. 

Let me first of all show you, if I can. Exhibit DW-6. 

[Wang Deposition Exhibit No. DW-5 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BENNETT: 

Question. In fact, Mr. Wang, you have the power of attorney, do you not, for Mr. 
Daniel Wu? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And do you still hold the power of attorney for Mr. Wu? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And why is it that you have his power of attorney? 

Answer. Well, I think that the reason is for immigration purposes, because he is 
a green card holder, and he wants to open the account here; and in his bank, they 
have some transaction that looks like he is living in the United States. 

Question. Does he live in the United States? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Where is he presently residing? 

Answer. I think in Taiwan. 

Question. What is your relationship with him? 

Answer. Just friend. 

Question. And how often do you see him? 

Answer. In fact, sometimes we use a phone call. But he is busy; he not come here, 
not so often. 

Question. And do you know what he does for a living, what is his occupation? 

Answer. Exactly, as I know, he is a businessman in Taiwan. 

Question. And what is his business in Taiwan, sir? 

Answer. It is like a trading company. I am not sure what kind of thing — I mean, 
project he does, but I know he does the trading company. 

Question. And exactly what does he trade? In terms of having a trading company, 
what does he trade? 

Answer. I don’t know. 

Question. Okay. And when is the last time you saw him? 

Answer. I think about 2 — almost 2 or 3 years ago. 

Question. Two or 3 years ago? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So when you wrote out the check in August of 1996 for Mr. Wu, you 
had not seen him for over 2 years; is that right? 

Answer. Yes. 
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Question. And you did not need to speak with him about this because you already 
had the power of attorney; is that correct? 

Answer. You mean about 

Question. About the $5,000 check? 

Answer. Yes, I didn’t talk to him. 

Question. Because you had this power of attorney, as reflected by Exhibit DW- 
5, you were able to write out the $5,000 check and then put the money back into 
his account when you were reimbursed the same day? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I will show you Exhibits DW-6 and 7. 

[Wang Deposition Exhibit Nos. 6 and 7 were marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Looking at DW-6 and 7, first, in DW-6 

Mr. Garvin. Which we are not sure which is which. 

Mr. Ballen. We don’t have a copy of both of these. 

Mr. Bennett. I think you do have a copy of both. 

Mr. Ballen. I just have one. 

Mr. Bennett. Counsel, you have that now in front of you. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. On DW-6, there are entries similar to the entries of your account, re- 
flecting — are there not, Mr. Wang — a deposit on August 16, 1996, of $3,000, and 
then August 20 of $2,000. Do you see that in front of you there, sir? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Does that reflect the same types of deposits you made into your account 
with respect to the $5,000 to Mr. Wu’s account? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And looking at Exhibit DW-7, that in fact reflects the check on Mr. 
Wu’s account of $5,000 that cleared through and for which you were reimbursed; 
is that right? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know why the check was held until September 25, 1996? 

Answer. No, I don’t. 

Question. How often do you need to make deposits or withdrawals from Mr. Wu’s 
account, Mr. Wang? 

Answer. In fact, every month. 

Question. Every month? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what kind of transactions do you engage in every month for Mr. 
Wu’s account? 

Answer. Well, in fact, I use his name under the other company, like he is em- 
ployee of our company; and then the company, they write the paycheck to his ac- 
count. 

Question. If I can follow up on this, your company? 

Answer. Not my company, other company. 

Question. I’m sorry. 

Mr. Bennett. To the extent that I can’t understand the witness, Mr. Liang, it 
might be helpful if you translate the answer for me, if you could, please? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. With respect to the monthly activity into Mr. Wu’s account, what is de- 
posited into Mr. Wu’s account, Mr. Wang? 

Answer. Another company would write a check out in Daniel Wu’s name, as an 
employee of that company; and that is when I would deposit that check into his ac- 
count. 

Question. And you do that each month? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And what is the name of the company that issues a check to Mr. Wu? 

Answer. Ji Tai International Company. 

Question. And where is Ji Tai International Company? 

Answer. Also in Los Angeles. 

Question. Are there any other companies that issue checks to Mr. Wu besides Ji 
Tai International? 

Answer. There is another company, Bao Li Hang International, Bao Li Hang 
International. 
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Mr. Bennett. Perhaps, Mr. Liang, if you could try to spell both of those compa- 
nies for the court reporter to the best of your ability. 

For the record, have we put in the names of both companies? 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. So I understand, the two companies, there are two companies which 
issue checks to Mr. Wu; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And they do it each month? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you deposit those checks into Mr. Wu’s account? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And the names of the two companies are Bao Li Hang? 

Answer. Bao Li Hang. 

Question. Bao Li Hang, and the second company is? 

Answer. Ji Tai International. 

Question. Ji Tai International? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How much are those checks for, do you know, sir? 

Answer. I don’t remember exactly the amount. I have to look and see from the 
statement. 

Question. I’m sorry, do you know the approximate amount, sir? 

Answer. About $600 something. 

Question. $600? 

Answer. $600 something, yes, I forget. 

Question. Each one? 

Answer. Yes, the other is about $700 something. 

Question. Do you know what are these for? 

Answer. That is for the payroll check. 

Question. It is a payroll check? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Do you know what Mr. Wu does for these two companies? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Does this money leave the account? Do you withdraw the money from 
Mr. Wu? 

Answer. Yes, and then I return to the two companies, return to them. 

Mr. Bennett. I don’t understand the witness’ answer. You will need to translate, 
please. 

The Witness. I put the money into the account, and then I draw out money, the 
same amount of money that was put in, and return them to those two companies. 

examination by me. Bennett: 

Question. Correct me if I am wrong, you deposit two checks each month into Mr. 
Wu’s account from these companies? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And then you withdraw the same amount that you deposit out of that 
account? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And then what do you do with the money? You have cash, you will cash 
them in cash; is that correct? 

Answer. No, I just also make a check, write a check. 

Question. But you will put it into your account and then write a check? 

Answer. Yes, to Daniel Wu account and then use the Daniel Wu account to write 
a check the same amount for deposit. 

Question. And to whom do you send these checks, back to the companies? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Okay. Who is the individual with whom you have contact at these two 
companies? 

Answer. Well, it is just comes in my job, I just return the check to them. 

Mr. Ballen. Can I ask a clarification? 

Why do you take the checks that you get from the company, deposit them to Mr. 
Wu’s account and then return them to the two companies? Why do you do that? 

Any time you don’t understand, please have it translated. 

The Witness. I can say this is for 

Mr. Ballen. Please use the translator. 
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Mr. Bennett. And, Mr. Liang, it would be helpful — to the extent the witness has 
difficulty explaining his answer, it would be helpful not only to translate the ques- 
tions to the witness but translate his answers for counsel here if you could. 

The Interpreter. Yes, sir. 

The Witness. So that the two companies make out a certain amount to me to Mr. 
Wu every month, and which I deposit into his account, and then write out two 
checks for the same amount that the companies gave Mr. Wu to return them. That 
was in order to prove to the Immigration Service that Mr. Wu was, in fact, phys- 
ically in the United States and not outside the States. 

Mr. Bennett. Just for the record, counsel, we don’t need to belabor this now, hut 
if you can just supplement and make sure counsel here have the names and ad- 
dresses of those corporations, if the witness can locate that information, if you can 
supplement his response for both the Majority and Minority counsel as to the names 
of the corporations. 


examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. I gather, then, Mr. Wu has not had any contact with the Democratic 
National Committee or Ernst & Young in terms of the survey? 

Answer. No. 

Question. And to the extent that the Democratic National Committee — and I will 
show you what has been marked as DW-8. 

[Wang Deposition Exhibit No. DW-8 was marked for identification.] 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. To the extent that Ernst & Young, on behalf of the Democratic National 
Committee, tried to locate Mr. Wu, it is clear from this document they were not able 
to locate Mr. Wu; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. The second page 

The Interpreter. To your question, Mr. Huang answered yes. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, I didn’t understand you. 

The Interpreter. The question counselor raised 

Mr. Bennett. They said that the Democratic National Committee was not able 
to get a hold — to contact Mr. Wu, and the witness said, that is correct, they were 
not able to get a hold of him. 

Mr. Ballen. To his knowledge. 

examination by MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Looking at the second page of that document, DNC, Bates Stamp DNC 
1803072, the No. 818-571-2288; do you know whose number that is? 

Answer. Oh, yes, that is my company. 

Question. That is your telephone number? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And that was the telephone number listed with respect to the contribu- 
tion initially? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I will go back. How would the Democratic National Committee have 
your telephone number in connection with this contribution, Mr. Wang? How would 
the Democratic National Committee have this telephone number in connection with 
the contribution from Mr. Wu? 

Answer. I don’t know. I don’t know how they get the number. 

Question. Mr. Wang, are there any other political contributions made by you that 
we have not discussed today? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Are there any other political contributions by Mr. Wu in the name of 
Mr. Wu that we have not discussed? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Carvin. To his knowledge. 

Mr. Bennett. To his knowledge. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. The question meaning, have you used Mr. Wu’s account in any other 
manner like you did on August 16, 1996, in making a contribution? 

Answer. There was only a one-time shot, on August 16th. 

Question. And you have had no other activity in a political campaign or political 
involvement other than what you have mentioned thus far here today? 
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Answer. No. 

Question. I am going to read some names to you and ask if you have any knowl- 
edge of these people, and if you have met them. And take your time; if you don’t 
understand or if I mispronounce someone’s name, I will do the best I can. And some 
of these you may have already been asked about. 

Do you have any knowledge of or relationship with Mr. Charlie Trie, Yah Lin 
Trie? 

Mr. Carvin. One is the Americanization and the other is the Chinese name. 

The Witness. Well, this name I saw so many times in the newspaper, Yah Lin 
Trie. 


EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. I think the Congressman asked you earlier, have you ever met Mr. Trie? 
Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know anyone with the CHY Corporation? 

Let Mr. Liang translate for you, please. 

Answer. I heard the firm of CHY. I learned of this firm for the first time because 

the investigator, Mr. Paul Hubert 

Question. Might have asked about it? 

Answer. Yes, that is when I learned about it. 

Question. No other knowledge besides that? 

Answer. No. 

Question. All right. Huan Hsu, also known as Tony Hsu? 

Answer. No. 

Mr. Carvin. Spell that, please. 

Question. H-S-U? 

Answer. No. 

Question. David Mercer or Ari Swiller? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Martha Shoffner? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Lorin Fleming? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Maria Mapili? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Jody Webb? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Yue Fang Chu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. An individual named Ng Lap Seng, also known as Mr. Wu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Keshi Zhan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Ming Chen? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Xiping Wang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Zhengwei Cheng? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Charles T. Chiang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Bei Bei Liu? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Zhengang Shao? 

Answer. No. 

Question. George Chu/Da Tung? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Peter Chen? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Sy Zuan Pan? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Yogesh Gandhi? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Lottie Shackleford? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Mark Middleton? 

Answer. No. 
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Question. Ernie Green? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Mr. Wang, I want to thank you for your effort today. Now Mr. Ballen 
may have some follow-up questions. 

Mr. Ballen. I do. Thank you very much, Mr. Bennett. If I could just have about 
30 seconds? I don’t even want to take a break. Just 30 seconds. 

Mr. Bennett. Would you like to take a break? 

Mr. Garvin. Let’s take a quick 5-minute break. 

[Brief Recess.] 

Mr. Ballen. We are back on the record now. I just have several questions to fol- 
low up with you, sir. 


examination by me. ballen: 

Question. First, did you understand the questions that were posed to you today 
by both Mr. Waxman, Mr. Bennett, and myself and your own counsel? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. If there was ever a point when you did not understand the questions, 
did you consult with the translator who is sitting next to yourself? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I think the record should reflect that, and I do not know whether the 
court reporter indicated it or not, every time you consulted with the translator, but 
I believe all counsel would agree with me that it was frequent throughout the depo- 
sition. Is that correct? You did frequently consult with him on questions and an- 
swers? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So that you feel you had the opportunity to understand each question 
and each answer that you gave here today? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you had the opportunity throughout this deposition to consult with 
the translator sitting by your left? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you understood the translator at all times? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you understand here that you are under oath today? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I notice the translator actually translated that question for you. 

Does the translator speak the same dialect of Chinese that you speak? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you already stated that you understand your answers are under 
oath and that they must be truthful? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you have given truthful answers here today, sir? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And you have understood both the questions and the answers and the 
nature of the answers you have given? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. I would like to go back, I believe it is Exhibit No. 1, sir, your Memo- 
randum of Interview. I will wait until you have it before you. 

Mr. Bennett. For the record, it’s not his Memorandum of Interview. 

Mr. Ballen. I’m sorry, I stand corrected. Memorandum of Interview you had with 
the two investigators. 

Mr. Bennett. Actually for the record, the entirety of the exhibit is 5 pages, the 
first 3 of them are a Memorandum of Interview, both interviews on August 15, 1997, 
and then the 4th page is August 19, 1997, and the 5th page is September 2, 1997. 

Mr. Ballen. That is correct. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. Sir, I am going to direct your attention to paragraph 4 and I will wait 
for the translator to translate. 

For the record, I believe the translator has just translated for you paragraph 
number 4 on the first 2 pages of Exhibit No. 1; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Now, in this statement you said you made a contribution for $5,000 be- 
cause it was a chance to meet President Clinton, and you also said that the con- 
tribution bought you two tickets to a party, and you said that you went to the party 
but did not meet the President, is that correct, sir? 

Mr. Carvin. Objection. Compound. 
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Mr. Ballen. I’ll ask him one at a time. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. In your statement you said that you made the contribution because it 
was a chance to meet President Clinton? 

Answer. Repeat the question. 

Question. Yes. The question is, in your statement you stated, is this correct, that 
you made the contribution because it was a chance to meet President Clinton? 
Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is that correct? Did you make it for that reason or not? 

Mr. Carvin. There may be confusion. I take it you’re not asking him if the state- 
ment was made to the investigators but whether that was the real reason that he 
gave the donation. Or were you asking two questions? 

Mr. Ballen. I asked two questions. The first question, did he make that state- 
ment to the investigators, the next question, is it a true statement? 

Mr. Carvin. You want me to ask him again or do you want to go? 

examination by me. ballen: 

Question. That is fine. Did you make that statement to the investigators? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is it correct, sir? 

Answer. It is not correct. 

Question. The next question is, you also said to the investigators that the con- 
tribution bought you two tickets to a party. Did you tell that to the investigators? 
Answer. In that, yes. 

Question. You did say it? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is it correct, sir? 

Answer. No. 

Question. In the statement you said you went to a party, a fund-raising party, is 
that correct, did you say to the investigators? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did in fact you go to a party? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So you never went to any fund-raising party for the President? 

Answer. Yes. I mean 

Question. Did you ever go? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Directing your attention, sir, to August 16, 1996, do you recall how 
long — you testified, I believe, that you received a phone call from John Huang before 
he came to your place of business on August 16? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How long before August 16? 

Mr. Carvin. Objection. That mischaracterizes his testimony. He said before they 
came to the meeting. He didn’t say it was before August 16. 

Mr. Ballen. The meeting was August 16. 

Mr. Carvin. You can call at 9 o’clock, you can call at 10 o’clock. 

Mr. Ballen. Let’s get that clarified. 

The Witness. I think not too long. I think within an hour. Within one hour of 
his phone call, he came to my office. 

examination by me. ballen: 

Question. John Huang called you on August 16, then, the same day he came? 
Answer. Yes, the same day, after the phone call and after, not over one hour, then 
he came here. 

Question. Came to where, sir? 

Answer. To the office. 

Question. Did he say where he was calling from, John Huang? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Did he say when he would come to the office? 

Answer. No. 

Question. He just said he would come that same day to the office? 

Answer. Yes. Because he was nearby in the area. 

Question. So on August 16 when he called you in the morning, he said he was 
nearby the office? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How did he come to your office? Did he come in a car? 
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Answer. I’m not sure because I didn’t see how they used the car. They just come 
in. 

Question. When they left, where did they leave? Meaning they, John Huang and 
Mr. Pan on August 16, 1996. 

Answer. I don’t know. They just left the office. 

Question. Did they say how they arrived, whether they had arrived on foot or hus 
or taxi? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Just to go back one moment to my prior questions about your state- 
ments, sir, when you said to the investigators that you made the contribution to buy 
two tickets — because it was a chance to meet the President and because it would 
buy two tickets to a party and that you went to a party, that was not true, was 
it, when you told the investigators that? 

Answer. I beg to differ. I did not buy the two tickets to that party in the off 
chance that I might meet President Clinton. And it was a misstatement when I 
said — when I read in the report that I had attended the party. So I wish to correct 
these two points. 

Question. So that I understand, did you attend a party or did you not? 

Answer. No, I don’t attend. Sir, I did not attend that party. 

Question. Did you huy tickets to attend the party? 

Mr. Carvin. Can I help here? 

Mr. Ballen. Yes. 

Mr. Carvin. Now he’s confused. Now we’re going back to the fund-raiser for the 
President, the hundred dollar ticket, you’re not asking about that? 

Mr. Ballen. No. 

Mr. Carvin. You’re asking about, was the $5,000 donation on August 16 intended 
to purchase a ticket for a party? 

The Witness. No. 


examination by MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Let me go hack to August 16 again if I can. You testified you received 
on the morning of August 16 a call from John Huang; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did John Huang call you? 

Answer. Yes. He called. 

Question. Did he call you or your father? Do you recall? 

Answer. He called us. 

Mr. Carvin. It may be — who picked up the phone? 

The Witness. I picked up the phone first and then I transferred it to my father. 
So he called me or called my father. The same. 

examination by MR. BALLEN: 

Question. Were you surprised when John Huang asked to meet with you on Au- 
gust 16? 

Answer. Yes. A little surprised and happy. 

Question. And happy? Why were you happy? 

Answer. I was happy because such a well-known person gave me a huzz. 

Question. And did he say in the phone call why he was coming, John Huang? 
Answer. No. 

Question. So you did not know why he was coming? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. He came within an hour of the phone call? 

Answer. Yes. It was within an hour. 

Question. Who did he meet with? You testified, I believe, your father, yourself, Mr. 
Pan, and John Huang? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Is that correct, sir? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Where did you meet? 

Answer. We met in the office, in my father’s office. 

Question. In your father’s office? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. How long did the conversation occur? 

Answer. You mean on the telephone? 

Question. No, no. When you all met in your father’s office on August 16. 

Answer. Not so long. I would say about 20 or 30 minutes. 

Question. Do you recall who asked you to make a contribution first? 
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Answer. I know, I don’t remember which, whether Pan or Huang exactly. 

Question. Did they ask you or did they ask your father? 

Answer. In fact we sit together. He asked my father and you interested, me and 
my father. 

Question. So they asked both of you? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Were you surprised when they asked you to make a contribution? 

Answer. Yes. Surprised. 

Question. How did you respond? Did you respond or did your father respond? 

Answer. I’m not so sure. The surprise not like this, but in my mind can feel what 
the contribution is so much about. 

Question. What did you say or your father say when John Huang asked for a con- 
tribution? 

Answer. Well, in fact we didn’t — although my father and I did not say it was quite 
a huge sum, $5,000, but from the expressions on our face which showed that we 
were a little hit taken aback by being asked for such a great sum or big sum. 

Question. Was it at that time that the offer for reimbursement occurred? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Did you understand at the time when the offer for reimbursement was 
made that it was wrong? 

Answer. I didn’t know it was illegal but I had my suspicions about it. 

Question. You testified earlier in response to a question of Mr. Bennett about 
checks from two companies to Daniel Wu’s account and that the reason those 
checks — why don’t you — I don’t want to characterize your testimony. Why don’t you 
tell us again what the reason for the checks to Mr. Wu’s accounts were, why you 
were doing that? 

Mr. Garvin. Just to clarify, you are now talking about the monthly deposits, noth- 
ing to do with the DNC checks? 

Mr. Ballen. Correct, the monthly deposits that have to do with the immigration 
and naturalization. 

The Witness. I received two different checks from two different companies show- 
ing that Mr. Wu was on their payroll. And I put it — I put the checks into his ac- 
count after which I reimbursed the two companies. The reason being that for immi- 
gration purposes, it would show that Mr. Wu was here in the States physically. And 
on the part — and that he was working in the States. And on the part of the two 
companies, it was to show they had an employee on the payroll which might give 
them a teix credit or a tax break. So it was for teix purposes. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. But if I understand your testimony correctly, Mr. Wu was not here 
physically in the United States while these checks were being paid, is that correct, 
sir? 

Answer. No, he is not here. 

Question. He is not? 

Answer. No. 

Question. So did you understand when you were doing that that it was wrong, 
too? 

Answer. No, I’m sorry, I didn’t. 

Question. I just have a few more questions, sir. 

I believe you told Mr. Weixman that you did not know Mr. Pan’s first name when 
you met him in 1996; is that correct? 

Answer. I don’t know his first name. 

Question. In fact, the only time you heard his first name was when the investiga- 
tors from the committee asked you his first name; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. So you don’t know whether Antonio Pan is the first name of the Mr. 
Pan that you met; do you? 

Answer. On the day of August 16? Is that it? 

Question. Correct. 

Mr. Garvin. Did he know on August 16 his first name or does he know today his 
first name? 

Mr. Ballen. Did he know on August — let’s take them seriatim. 

EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. Did you know on August 16 what his first name was, 1996? 

Answer. No. 

Question. Do you know today what his first name is? 
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Answer. Yes. 

Question. What I am trying to establish is how do you know that is the same per- 
son today that you think it was then if you don’t know what his name was then? 

Answer. I could put it like this: I knew that it was the same Mr. Pan from the 
description of Mr. Pan that the investigators gave me. And I also learned from him 
that Mr. Pan’s name was Anthony. And afterwards, I got from my father’s place his 
business card, and that is how I also learned what his first name was. 

Question. Do you have his business card, sir? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. Have you produced that to the committee? 

Mr. Garvin. No. 

Mr. Ballen. Mr. Bennett, would that be something then you can ask the witness 
to produce to the committee? 

Mr. Bennett. That is fine. We can document that the money came from Antonio 
Pan, but certainly to the extent he can find the business card, if you have it, we’d 
love to see it. To the extent the witness recalls getting the business card and recalls 
it’s Antonio Pan, that’s sufficient as well. But, Mr. Garvin, if you could see if they 
have the business card, the committee would like to have it. 

Mr. Garvin. In all candor, this came up on Friday in connection with the grand 
jury. We received today the original of the business card. The Justice Department, 
frankly, has first dibs on it. We’ll be happy to supply the committee with a copy. 
I don’t think there will be any questions as to authenticity. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you. 

Mr. Ballen. I have nothing further, sir. Thank you. 

EXAMINATION BY MR. BENNETT: 

Question. Mr. Wang, when you were first interviewed on August 16, and it was 
paragraph 4 that was read to you by Mr. Ballen, the first paragraph, you at first 
were not truthful with the agents and then were honest with them when they came 
back the second time; isn’t that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Question. And the second time they came back for further inquiry, then you told 
them the truthful story? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you. 


EXAMINATION BY ME. BALLEN: 

Question. I just have one follow-up question. Today you’re telling us the truthful 
story; is that correct? 

Answer. Yes. 

Mr. Ballen. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, you have the opportunity to read and review your depo- 
sition, as we said in the start of the deposition. A transcript will be made available 
to your attorney within the next 24 hours so you will have an opportunity to review 
it and we will be in contact with Mr. Garvin with respect to your appearance before 
the full committee this Thursday, August 9. 

Mr. Garvin, you will try to supply the names of the two corporations he discussed 
as well as provide a copy of the business card which Mr. Antonio Pan left; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Garvin. Yes. 

[Whereupon, at 3:50 p.m., the deposition was concluded.] 

[The exhibits referred to follow:] 



217 


MEMORANDUM OF INTERVIEW 

Re: House of Representatives Investigation 

Date: August 15, 1997 

Time: 1:00 pm 

Place: C. H. Auto Sales 

7821/7825 E. Garvey Avenue, Rosemead, CA 

Present: David Wang, Witness 

John Liu, Witness’s Brother-in-Law 
James McFadden, Special Agent 
Paul Herbert, Special Agent 

1. We introduced ourselves to Wang and asked him if we could ask him questions 
pertaining to an investigation of fundraising by the House of Representatives. We 
explained that we were independent congressional investigators, and that whatever 
information we obtained would be shared by both the Democrats and the Republicans on 
the congressional committee. Wang agreed to answer our questions. The interview with 
Wang actually consisted of two parts-we returned immediately (within five minutes) after 
terminating the first part of the interview to ask some follow up questions. Wang’s 
brother-in-law, John Liu initially sat in for the first part of the interview, but left shortly 
after the interview started without giving any explanation and did not return. Lui did not 
attend any of the second part of the interview. Wang provided the following information 
in reply to our questions, during the first part of the interview: 

2. Wang (SSN: 624-18-0119) resides at 803 S. Manley Drive, San Gabriel, California 
91776, home phone- (818) 300-0956, was bom in Taiwan on February 11, 1963 and 
moved to The United States in December 1988. Wang has been a salesman at C. H. Auto 
Sales (phone: 818-571-2288, address: 7821/7825 E. Garvey Avenue, Rosemead, CA) 
since 1989. Wang’s father owns the dealership, and Wang’s sister (Diana Wang) is 
married to John Liu. 

3. Wang met John Huang through a fnend, N.K. Chen, who worked as the manager at 
the AIB Bank. Wang and John Liu socialized with John Huang a couple times at the “888 
Seafood Restaurant” in the San Gabriel valley. 

4. Wang stated that in about August 1996, John Huang asked Wang and Liu to make a 
donation to the DNC for a fundraising party at a downtown Los Angeles hotel. Huang 
suggested the amount of $5,000 and Wang and Liu agreed since Wang and Liu figured 
that was an amount they could afford. For making the donation, Wang and Liu got a 
formal written invitation to the party. Wang and Liu were happy to oblige Huang’s 
request because: 1) it was a favor to Huang, 2) it was a chance to assist the Asian 
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community, and 3) it was a chance to be close to, and possibly meet President Clinton. 
Neither Wang nor Liu got any money in return or reimbursement for their donation. Liu’s 
wife gave her brother David Wang $2,500 in cash for Liu’s part of the donation. Wang 
and Liu stated that they had to pay the money after agreeing to make the donation to 
Huang. The donation bought Wang and Liu two seats at the party. Wang and Liu attended 
the party, but did not get to meet President Clinton. Wang and Liu both stated they would 
not have been invited to the party if they had not made the donation. 

5. The first part of the interview terminated at about 2:00 pm. When we returned, Wang 
agreed again to answer questions. Wang provided the following information in reply to 
our questions, during the second part of the interview: 

6. In a meeting between John Huang, Wang and Liu, Huang asked Wang to make a 
donation to the DNC of $5,000 and advised Wang that he would be repaid for the 
donation. Huang and a “Mr. Pan or Pen” picked up the $5,000 check from Wang at C.H. 
Auto Sales. Wang described Huang’s repayment arrangement offer as “secret”. Although 
Wang felt “funny” about the arrangement and thought it “very curious”, he did not ask 
Huang for an explanation for the donation and repayment in this manner. Wang paid the 
$5,000 and identified his signature on check #178 to the DNC of 8/16/96. Wang knew at 
the time he wrote the check to the DNC for $5,000 that he would be repaid the $5,000, 
but Wang did not know when or how he would be repaid. 

7. Within a week of making the donation, Mr. Pan or Mr. Pen (40-50 years old) repaid the 
money by making two hand deliveries totaling $5,000 to Wang of $100 bills in 8” by 10” 
envelopes at the sales office of C. H. Auto Sales. The envelopes were folded to wrap 
around the cash, and Wang does not recall any writing or identifying marks on the 
envelopes. Wang does not recall any letters or notes attached to, or inside the envelopes. 
The first payment of $3,000 was the same day as the donation-8/16/96; the second and 
last repayment for the remaining $2,000 was delivered two to four days later. Wang does 
not believe anyone saw him taking the money from Mr. Pan/Pen. Mr. Pan/Pen did not 
explain why he was alone and did not explain why he, rather than John Huang was 
making the repayment of the donation. Pan/Pen asked Wang not to tell anyone about the 
repayment. Wang does not recognize the name “Antonio Pan”. At the time of the first 
repayment, Pan/Pen told Wang that the remainder would be paid later. Wang did not ask, 
and Pan/Pen did not offer any explanation or reason why the repayment was broken up 
into two amounts rather than paid at one time. Further, Mr. Pan/Pen did not give any 
reason why the repayment was in cash, or why he (Pan/Ten) rather than Huang delivered 
the repayments. Wang does not know the source of the money used in making the cash 
repayments. Wang kept the cash in his desk until depositing it either later the day of 
receipt, or the next day, into his checking account at China Trust Bank. 

8. Daniel Wu also made a donation to the DNC, which was reimbursed to him. Wu and 
Wang discussed their donations and reimbursements with each other. Wang saw Wu at 
the DNC fundraising party, but they did not drive to the party together. Wang did not 
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originally know the amount of Wu’s check to the DNC, but Wang assumed it was also 
$5,000. Wu’s repayments were deposited by Wang to Wu’s account at the Bank of 
Canton. Wu asked Wang to deposit the money as a favor because their banks are located 
close to each other and Wu knew that Wang was going to his (Wang’s) bank. For the 
first deposit of Wu’s money, Wu gave the cash to Wang to deposit. The cash for Wu’s 
second deposit was given directly by Mr. Pan/Pen to Wang at the same time that Pan/Pen 
gave Wang his $2,000 cash repayment. Wang does not recall if the cash payments of 
$2,000 each from Pan/Pen for Wu and Wang were in one envelope or two. Mr. Wang 
was to give the cash to Wu, but Wu asked Wang, during a phone conversation, to deposit 
the money to Wu’s bank account. 

9. We asked Wang if he had a 1996 calendar which he could use to try to reconstruct the 
dates of the repayments. Wang went to his office and returned with his 1996 journal 
which notes cash to Wang and Wu of $3,000 each on August 16, 1996, and cash to Wang 
and Wu of $2,000 each on August 20, 1996. Wang stated these were the repayments of 
the DNC “donations”. The recordings in the journal represent the dates of receipt of the 
cash by Wang; the check marks next to the recordings represent the deposit of the money. 
After looking at the journal, Wang stated that he received the first repayment the same 
day he wrote the $5,000 check to the DNC. We then asked Wang if he had his bank 
aceount statement from August 1996. Wang went into his office and returned with his 
August and September 1996 China Trust Bank account statements which show deposits 
of $3,000 on August 16, 1996 and $2,000 on August 20, 1996. Wang identified these as 
the deposits of the DNC “donation”. Wang agreed to our request to let us hold onto the 
journal and bank statements. 

10. Neither Wang nor Liu know where Daniel Wu is, but they both believe Wu is in 
Taiwan. Wu frequently traveled between Taiwan and Los Angeles and stayed at hotels 
when he was in Los Angeles. Wu used the C.H. Auto dealership as his address in Los 
Angeles. Neither Wang nor Liu recall ever meeting Julian Liu or Charlie Trie. 

I prepared this memorandum on August 15, 1997, after refreshing my memory from notes 
taken during the interview of David Wang. 


Paul N. Herbert 

This memorandum contains an accurate account of the interview of David Wang. 

j James McFadden 
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MEMORANDUM OF CONTACT 


Re: House of Representatives Investigation 

Date: August 19, 1997 

Place: C.H. Automobile Sales 
Rosemead, California 

Present: David Wang, Witness 

Jim McFadden, Investigator 
Paul Herbert, Investigator 


We met with Wang to advise him that we were leaving town the next day and that he should feel free 
to call us in Washington DC if he had any questions. We reminded Wang that he was not in trouble 
and that he should not be alarmed if he gets contacted by someone else from our office. Wang asked 
us if he should get a lawyer. We advised W'ang that it was his decision on whether or not to get a 
lawyer and that we could not give him any kind of advice in that regard. 


Jim McFadden' 





Paul N. Herbert 


1 prepared this memorandum on August 25, 1997. 



Paul N. Herbert 
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MEMORANDUM OF TELEPHONE CONVERSATION 


Re: House of Representatives’ Fundraising Investigation 

Date: September 2, 1997 

Between: David Wang, Witness 

Jim McFadden, Investigator 
Paul Herbert, Investigator 


Wang called to advise us that he had been contacted by Tim Griffin of the House 
investigation and Steven Hanson (phonetic) of the Senate investigation. Wang asked 
whether we knew these two individuals, and whether he should talk with them. We 
advised Wang that we worked with Tim Griffin, but that we did not work with or know 
any of the Senate staff investigators. We advised and reminded Wang that it was his 
decision on whether to talk with any investigators. 
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CHINA TRUST BANK OF CALIFORNIA 


DAVID mAHs, NCn ACCOUNTS 



d£GINN:ND 6ALANCS 7/17/96 

DEPOSITS / NISC CREDITS Z 

mITHORaMALS / HISC CeBITs 0 

ENDING balance 
SERVICE CHARGE 
INTEREST PAID 

INTEREST Paid YEAR TC DATE 
ANNUAL PERCENTAGE YIELD EARNED 
NUNdcR OF DAYS FOR A.P.Y.E. 

AVERAGE BA..ANCE FCR A.P.Y.E. 

MINIMUM aAuANCE 

. NlSCS^LANECUS CEalTS AND CREDITS 

DATE ^MJunT DESCRIPTION 

3 /I 0 /V 6 D.CCuVvO CEPCSIT 

e/lo/V® L.>t3 C.< INTEREST EaRNEC 

............ jAuV balance SL^.-ASY • - . - 

DATc balance Oats 

<9/i»/9o <r«6tl.69 
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CHINA TRUST BANK OF CALIFORNIA ^ , 

1 -=^J -J 


NUW ACCCJMS 



1 


SU'^HAftY COR NOW ACCOUNTS 

SeGINNING aALAWCS 8/17/96 

DEPOSITS / MISC CREDITS 2 

WITHORA»<AtS / ^ISC OESITS 3 

•« =NDIMG SALANCE 9/17/96 

SERVICE charge 
INTEREST PAID 

INTEREST PAIO YEAR TO OATE 
ANNUAL PERCENTAGE YXELO EARNED 
NUMBER CP DAYS FOR A«P.Y.c. 
AVERAGE BALANCE FOR A.P.v.c. 

viviKu'^ balance 


4,641,69 

2,007.-?l 

.00 

6, 64?. 53 *• 

.03 
7.51 
O'* , ' 9 
1 .46 

6 , 5 T 5 


---------- - rr5C2LLA>j“CJS CEsITl AMO C-’EOlTs 

OATE A.vruNT OESCRI^riON 

6/20/9a ’,300.03 CT OEROOIT 

9/17/46 7.51 C7 INTsRsOT EARNED 


OAIL'' BALANCE “U’^YARY - -- -- -- -- -- -- - 

DATE "AlANCE DAT? ’.ALA-IC; 

8/20/96 6,041.69 »/l7/9S o,e4A.5: 
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Confidential Information 

laillBBUBtimStlSIitltSlfDitliiMi DHC 1B0434& 

^ EXHIBIT 

j 




The iceouming firm of Eisit A Young LL? hu been ictiioed to coofiim cetiaio 
inforatetion about contributiona to tbe Deinoenbe NaiteoaJ Ceenmittee (tbe “DNC^ 

We tried to speak with you on the telephone, but we riifacr wcr unable to reach you or 
were asked to send our request for tnfoimstion to you in writing. 

According to the DNC's records, your name is 



Would you please answer the following questtons to confinn your contribution and that it 
is in compliance with federal law. 

1. Ifyour name is not spelled or listed correctly above, please spell it 
eniecsly; 

2. Yotv daytime phone number 



ConfidentU) Information 

limilflillHilililiitiKliiHI DHC 1804349 
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13. 


14. 


Wka a TOUT aodil MCWTtjr BUBb«f? 



Cn you eonfins ihit *U the BMocy tfait wu oicd to mikf tfait 
cosBibuiieB wu your mosey md did sor cosk fins tome oiber 
Eorpenoo? . 


7 ' 


Yet 


. No 


U. Ifthii mosey wu sol yours, we seed to know whole mosey it wit. 

Plate tell ui whose mosey wit fives to the DNC and fivt us hitte sime, 
iddress ind telephone sumber 


Ntise: 

Addnst: 


Telephooe: 

16. If you ctn reetll. vriio wit the persos who liked or solicited you to mtke 
this eontributioo? 



1 7. May we telephooe you to uk tsy follow^^ infonsaiioB? 

Y« n/ No 

It. If so. whit sumber should wteill end whet it the heti time to cell you? 
Tclepbosc sumber — 

Best linu to all; 

If you have my quesdoss, plate all me c the mssber below. 


B07H27.3I76 


ConfidentiaUnforittation 

DNC 1804351 
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OebvvoiM A PiimplaB 
pXAFT'DaotoibaC, I996(}dtpa) 
ftivikgid«dCenMaitiil 
Atteaqr Woric ?raduei 


LteM »rf tar C—trib«H—i! 


Nsne of penoB eaUed: 
Tel^bone nombcr called: 


Tclepbone asBber atoe the 
pcnoBwu reached: 


Dale of can wfaeo the penoe «ai reached: , 


tooR/- iiO'-nb-ci* 


Name of penon eoBduetin| 
the telephoac interview: 


Ceaeral Reco mmeedatleM: 

1 Tin imeivicwerahould blow ai much about the penoB be eriheia 
ealliBiupoaaibie. The ialernewfftbouldlmowwhetho the mimberU an office, hoot. 

ineatage center or aomc othc location. 

A fan database report on fl« tndividtial and ffie lelipbone Bumber and 

ibouM bc ptovided to the inlervicwe. 

I tyhapoaaibletbeialetvicwcibet»ldbefc»ale. F naaleeato 

are tea ttoeatenini and oto «e more aueceeaftil « petting re^ondenta to cooperate. 

3. pi«HoBakereeideBtialeallamffieevaiin»«donweeicndtaBd 

office eaUadurtnibnatncaa bourn. Try toobtam&ecanBBibcBerpeivteliBeBiaaboi 
IbrbaaiBeaealla. 

4. Ann'cipaMthattbepeiionBifweiiBf may nce^eakEngliab Have 


aaeeiwe.ti 


Confidential Information 
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DAcvsiMAKaptea 
DRATT-DmoteC. 19M<3J^) 
NvflifidMdODaadatUl 
Aaomy Wcdc hedud 

ABfwcr ‘He'saoitMtte.* 


•Wbee e«n I itadi faiar 
Aofwcr. *He'l H dn offiee.* 


*Do you btve dut Bumbcr?' 

Tie point U to ivold irvMlini *e orpoiiaioa or *e putpo** of ft* e»D 

intaviewg U totting to the penoa he/the « i rrHtii Othawiie,tbeper*onbeni| 

eilled hii too muth opportunity » ttbaff Iho qnoBion wi*oat tiUdni a tte 

interviewtr. 


The iaerviewff ihould not k»v« 0 nanbcr Bia he/ihe «» wre ttit the 

penon being called ia nnavailahle. 

Do not leave a inesaage on voice mail Ihia win provide no verification 

diat you Bied to contact the peraon md win fartwwn hia/lw about the nature of your 

inquiry. 

If *e intetviewer muit leave a ninnbcr « m offiro or with a fiunily 

member or aaioeiate, try to obtain die name of the pereon who ii taking the meaaage and 

make the meeaage compelling. We auggect aome^ like: •Pkaie eaU the Demoenne 
National Committee to confine your contribution.* 


Once die ffltcrviewe u in touch with the named pany or a rqprcaentativc 

who ayt be/ahe e« anrwer the qneatiooi. dien the interviewer ahould proceed with the 

fcUowingqueetiena. 

1 . MrAfaJMa.t'^ J,Iamcaniageobehalfof*eDenBoaatie 
you made a poMeal eonnibution to the Detnoerotie Ntriooal Ceomittac co td*»*y 


jnoi.aa 
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OtbcvsiM ft Flimptae 
'MAFT • Onobcr (. IFM (3 Jlpa) 
FiMJtftd CnUotial 
Aseoqr W«k Fiedua 

3. ytnmfytwt’j^fTliirinnftinn ftinmihii rmtrUmtinrun iti- 

ih. iWww tii. ftTHBiUM an l iH i rmin i w h i <h» fc fbonld taep ftii 

contribstioa or Msm h. 

4. pieMcndntBidfttfifwteaetfKaaq^ceeflnniai 
infonsitiaa. ft* Dcooemie NdieBtl CaoBBiBM aqr bm ae cboiec but IS tftisB ttic 
nwney 10 you md icport fti* fcet to ft* F*aoiJ SkaioB ODoniBieo. 

3 . W*B(*dyoveoepcntiea*ofteI>CBeenticNtfioB*l Committee 

can detcnmoe whet to do erift the iDoaey yoB ceotribatad. 

«. The mfhnoatiooyeo^M will be tMedeoly to verify yov 

coDtributioD to the Dcmooatie Netioaa] Ceomiaec. 


Do you fcmemhcT * politicol coBtributieo to fte Dcmocntie 

NitioD*l Committee on {dite]/? 

Aiiewer 


‘t.OOO 


7. Howmuehdidyev|ivelofteDaBecaticN*tieBalCeamitteeeo 


ftacxr. 


1 Oeyoab»c«reeaedofftit.liluteae*Ikd^tekerb*okMacmeat? 


Aaiwer 

9. WootdyooplcaKeoafinftcipcOiBiofyoaraemeftrBeT 
Aeeei^ to ft* Dooentic Netieoii CeomBec'e leeaedi, (igp^ it OBt ad eeofrm.] 


Cmroefellinr 

la WosldyaapleueeeaSiByeweancBtaddRB? AeeoediBitoft* 
Dcmocntie Nmiooai Ceaumc’e raeerdt, (etete Bdftcei ad ceofiim]. 


Coniidentia] Infonmtion 
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9 Rank of CoAton of Californio 


SANK OF CANTON OF CALIFORNIA 

DAVID WEI CHEN WANC 

1 hereby authorize and empower • 

whose signalure is given Oelow to sign lor me and as my agent, and in my name and on my behalf, 
checks against any deposit or deposits l now have, or may hereafter have in the COMMERCIAt 
DEPARTMENT of youi Bank, and tor rneandonmy behalf to endorse artd cash or deposit checks and 
drafts payable to me or to my order, and to receive and receipt for statements of my account and can- 
celled checks, and make settlement in connectiott therewith and to acknowledge and accept lor me and 
on my behalf the correctness of the balartces of my said account. 
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7 




D^cvoiM St Plio^too 
DRAFT - Deconber 6, 1 996 (3:38pa) 
Privileged end 

Aaomey Woric Product 

Liaes of Ifiqsiry for iBdMdnel CoatilbBtSoBs: 


Name of person called: \ 
Telephone number called: 
Telephone number where the 


LJL 




u- >.svj 


Date of call when the person was reached; 

Name of person conducting 
the telephone interview: 


£gWO gMO 


Qepera; 

1 . The interviewer should know as much about the person he or she is 
calling as possible. The interviewer should know whether the number it an oCBce, home, 
message center or some other locanon. 

A All] database report on the individual and the telephone number and 
address should be provided to the interviewer. 

Z When possible die istcrviewcr should be female. Female ealJcn 

are less threatening and often are more fucceasAd A getting re^oodentt to c o op em te. 

3. Plan to make residential calls is tbe evuiing and on wedunds and 
ofEce calls during business bouts. Try to obtain direct numbers or private bne numbers 
for btisiness calls. 

4. Anticipate dm die person mswering m^ not speak English. Have 


saooifM.i 


Confidential Information 

IMHNIHHIlianaBilB DKC 1803073 



242 


Debevoiie ft PUa^tea 
DRAFT - Doecmbcr 6» 1996 a:38pm) 
Privileged and Confidestiai 
Attorney Woifc Prodoet 

Answer *He's not bone." 

*Wbere en 1 reach him?” 

Answer ”He'iatfl>eo£Bce.* 

”Do you have that number?” 

The point is to avoid revealing the organizatioD or the purpose of the call until the 
interviewer is taSong to the person ho'ihe is seekag. Otherwise, die person being 
called has too much opportunity to rebaff the questron without talking to the 
interviewer. 

The interviewer should not leave a number until be/she is sure that the 
person being called is unavailable. 

Do not leave a message on voice maiL This will provide no verification 
that you tried to contact the person and will forewarn himfter about the nature of your 
inquiry. 


If the interviewer oust leave a number at m office or with a fimily 
member or associate, try to obtain the name of the person who is taking the message irrd 
make the message eofr^lliog. We suggest something like; *Please call the Democratic 
National Committee to confirm your eontriburioa.” 

Once the izxtaviewer is m touch with the nmned party or a representative 
who says be/she ca snswerdre qaestioni, then the imaviewer should proc^ with dte 
following questions. . 

t. MrJMnL/Ms.( Ism calling on behalf of the Deroocratic 

National Committee. 

1 Accortog to the records of the Dcroomtic KstiocaJ Committee, 
you made a' political oontribiitioo to die I>emoGratic Nfiieoal Committee ob [dme]/ 

i|iw 
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informahon resource service company 

3777N.K«borBlvd. Fuilenocu CA 92635 
N«tioiiwule(8X} 6404772 

Copyri^ (Q IRSC. lac. 1996. All rights reserved 


Report Date: 124 1-1996 


ATTNiCOREYENCaE 
ERNST ft YOUNG 
1225 CONNECTICUT AVE N.W. 
WASHINGTON DC 2X36 


Oaiffi/Refeteace #: DNC 
Subject : WU. DANIEL. 782 1 

Search Number : 22575 18 
Requester : JFM 


NAME/ADDRESS <NID) 

Data Submitted: 

X.ast Name : WU 
First Name : DANIEL 
Middle Init : 

Generation : 

Social Sec# : 

DOB 

Street Number : 7821 

Street Name : E. GARVEY AVE 

City 

State : CA 

Zip : 91770 

Dau Returned : 


••• No Records Found ••• 


••• End of Search ••• 
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INFORMATION RESOURCE SERVICE COMPANY 
3777 N. Hifbor Blvd. FuUertofi, CA 92635 
NitioDwide (SOO) 64(M772 

Copyright (C) 1RSC» Inc. 1996. All rights reserved 

Report Dtte: 12-1 M996 

ATTN: COREY ENGLE 

ERNST ft YOUNG 

1225 CONNECnCUr AVE N.W. 

WASHINGTON DC 20036 


Claim/Reference #: DNC 
Subject : WU. DANIEL, 7821 
Search Number : 2257522 
Requester : JFM 


NEW ADDRESS/NEIGHBOR (5) 

Data Submined: 

LastName : WU 
First Name : DANIEL 
Middle lait : 

Street Number : 7821 
Street Dir : 

Street Name :E. GARVEY AVE 
Street Dir : 

Street Type : 

Apartment M ; 

City : ROSEMEAD 

State :CA 
Zip : 91770 

Dam Returned: 


••SUBJECT VERfflCATTON WITH 5 NEIGHBORS** 

ADDRESS 

01. VENADERO SERGIO DU: MF3-9 DOR;1995 (818)571^03 

7758 GARVEY AVE ROSEMEAD CA 91770 

NEIGHBORS 

01. NGUYEN MD LAN DU: SFDU DOR:1990 (818)571^931 

7900 GARVEY AVE ROSEMEAD CA 91770 
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02. RErANAMARTOAI DU; MFJ-9 DOR:1992 (811)572-3004 

7758 GARVEY AVE #3/4 ROSEMEAD CA 91770 

03. LEE SHANEL DU: DUPLEX DOR;1995 (818)571-5826 

7940 GARVEY AVE ROSEVCEAD CA 91770 

04. URIAS DOUGLAS DU: MFS0-100DOR:1995 (818)571-1509 

7709 GARVEY AVE ROSEMEAD CA 91770 

05. ACOSTA ANNA A DU: MF20-49 DOR;1986 (818)280-7954 

8069 GARVEY AVE #33 ROSEMEAD CA 91770 

SUBJECT OR HOUSE NUMBER NOT FOUND. NEAJIEST RETURNED (40) 

••• End of Sareh ••• 

•• DISCLAIMER •• 

The aecisieyofthe diu suhmitted by the raquestorwillditectly 
detenaine the accutacy of the results obtained. While the infonnaliOQ 
fimiished is fiom reliable sources, its accuney is not guaranteed. 

Use of available data may be subject to FCRA and other applicable law. 

End of Report 

Thank you for your inquiry. 
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A PUnptoa/DNC Prejcd 
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RESEARCH INFORMATION FORM 
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INFORMATION RESOURCE SERVICE COMPANY 
S777 N. Rubor Blvd FuJlatoc, CA 92635 
Nationwide (600) 640-4772 

C^yri^ (C) IRSC, Inc. 1996. AH rights reserved 

RqKtrt Date: 12-11-1996 

ATTN: COREY ENGLE 

ERNST & YOUNG 

1225 CONNECnCUT AVE N.W. 

WASHINGTON DC 20036 


Claim/Reference #: DNC 
Subject : WU, DANIEL 
Search Number : 22S7540 
Requester : JFM 


NAME SEARCH STATEWIDE 

Data Submitted: 

Last Name : WU 
First Name : DANIEL 
State : CA 

Data Returned : 


SELNO 

1 DANIEL HWU 
10241 PRISOLLA ST 

2 DANIEL YWU 
lOCEANAlREDR 

3 DANIEL BWU 

18322 KINGSDALE AVE 

4 DANIEL WU 

534 LINCOLN BLVD 

5 DANIEL HWU 
12714 CUESTA ST 

6 DANIEL WU 
2227 S4TH AVE 

7 DANIEL WU 


NON 

LORHOH 
(310) 000 - 0000 

DOWNEY CA 90242 02 
<310)000 - 0000 

RANCHO PALOS VE CA 90275 02 
(310)000 - 0000 

REDONDO BEACH CA 90278 01 
(310)000 - 0000 

SANTA MONICA CA 90402 02 * 

<310)000-0000 
CERRITOS CA 90703 02 

(818)000 - 0000 
ARCADIA CA 91006 03 
(818)000 - 0000 
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1533 S DEL MAR AVE SAN GABRIEL CA 91776 02 

S DANIEL WU (818)000 - 0000 

6044 TEMPLE CmrBLVDffi TEMPLE CnY CA 91780 OS* 

9 DANIEL WU (909)000 - 0000 

21612 CATTAIL CT WALNUT CA 91789 02 

10 DANIEL HWU (714)000-0000 

3701 PARKVIEW LN«3A IRVINE CA 92612 01 

11 DANIEL WU (805)000 - 0000 

308 MONTALVO DR BAKERSFIELD CA 93309 02 * 

12 DANIEL WU (415)964-8378 

15 MOONBEAM DR MOUNTAIN VIEW CA 94043 21 * 

13 DANIEL WU (415)359 - 6535 

3141FASMANDR SAN BRUNO CA 94066 II* 

14 DANIEL WU (415)333 - 7900 

259 NAPLES ST SAN FRANCISCO CA 94112 03 * 

15 DANIEL WU (707)429-3912 

903 DANIEL ST FAIRFIELD CA 94533 09 

16 DANIEL HWU (510)782 - 6891 

25790 SCRIPPS ST HAYWARD CA 94545 08 

17 DANIEL WU (510)000 - 0000 

110 LESLIE LN ORINDA CA 94563 01 * 

18 DANIEL WU (510)000-0000 

3450 LAKESHORE AVE «C OAIOAND CA 94610 01 


** DISCLAIMER *• 

The accuracy of the data submined by the requestor will directly 
determine the accuracy of the results obtained. While the information 
furnished is from reliable soureea, its accuracy is not guaranteed. 

Use of available dau may be subject to FCRA and other applicable law. 

End of Report 

Thank you for your inquiry. 
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Mr. Bennett. Mr. Chairman, in the interest of time, I will try 
not to take the full 30 minutes, if possible. 

Mr. Wang, thank you very much for being here today. As you re- 
call, I took your deposition on Monday of this week. 

Before we start, we should note that Mr. Liang, you are here as 
an interpreter, is that correct, sir? 

Mr. Liang. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And just state your full name, for the record. 

Mr. Liang. Herman H. Liang. 

Mr. Bennett. I am sorry, sir. We can’t hear you. You need to 
pull up the microphone. 

Mr. Burton. If you all will pull the microphone as close to you 
as possible. Just pull it up. 

Mr. Liang. Herman H. Liang, L-I-A-N-G. 

Mr. Bennett. And your background, sir, is I believe you are with 
the U.S. Information Agency; is that correct? 

Mr. Liang. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And you have been a contract interpreter with the 
State Department for 15 years, is that correct, Mr. Liang? 

Mr. Liang. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Liang, in light of the fact that Congressman 
Waxman and I had the occasion to take, and also Mr. Ballen, mi- 
nority counsel, your client’s deposition on Monday and my concerns 
with his understanding the English language, I would ask in the 
abundance of caution, if you translate as we go. I will try to go 
slowly. Sometimes it is difficult for me, but I will try to go slowly, 
and I ask that you make sure that you translate everything that 
I say for your client. Could you do that, Mr. Liang? 

Mr. Liang. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, sir. 

Again, Mr. Wang, we took your deposition on Monday of this 
week. Before we start, I would like to give you an opportunity to 
correct or further explain any of the answers which you gave dur- 
ing that deposition. 

To the best of your knowledge, are the statements made on Mon- 
day here in Washington, during the deposition, attended by me and 
Congressman Waxman and Mr. Ballen and other staff, are they 
correct, sir? 

[Unless otherwise indicated, all answers of Mr. Wang are in 
English.] 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. You need to speak more loudly into the micro- 
phone, Mr. Wang. You need to bring that closer to you, sir. 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, as you know, this committee has an in- 
terest in the contributions that you made to the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee. I would like to ask you some questions in con- 
nection with the contribution which you made in August 1996 and 
also contributions made in the name of Daniel Wu. 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you understand that that will be the area of 
my questions? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 
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Mr. Bennett. First of all, Mr. Wang, this is your second appear- 
ance, actually your third appearance, with respect to these matters 
here in Washington over the past 6 days. Is that correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And you are also represented — I meant to welcome 
you, Mr. Garvin; I am sorry — hy Mr. Michael Garvin, an attorney 
here in Washington. 

You have had an opportunity to he with your client over the last 
week and a half, I guess, Mr. Garvin; is that correct? 

Mr. Garvin. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And did you accompany him to the Federal grand 
jury? 

Mr. Garvin. Actually, my partner did, but he was represented. 

Mr. Bennett. Pursuant to the Federal Rules of Griminal Proce- 
dure, no lawyer could be in the grand jury with Mr. Wang; is that 
correct? 

Mr. Garvin. That’s correct. 

Mr. Bennett. And with respect to the matters of August 1996, 
Mr. Wang, directing your attention to August 1996, records ob- 
tained by this committee reflect that you made a contribution to 
the Democratic National Gommittee. Do you recall being asked to 
make a contribution to the Democratic National Gommittee in Au- 
gust 1996? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And I will ask that we put on exhibit 99 on the 
projector at this time. 

[Exhibit 99 follows:] 




~DA^'b UA^h 
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Mr. Bennett. Let me ask you something first, Mr. Wang. Had 
you ever made a political contribution to a political campaign prior 
to August 1996? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And how many political contributions had you 
made prior to August 1996? 

Mr. Wang. One time. 

Mr. Bennett. And that was for how much, sir? 

Mr. Wang. That — $99. 

Mr. Bennett. And apart from that one $99 contribution, had you 
made any other contributions to any political candidates or political 
parties prior to August 1996? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. Another contribution for the President of the 
party for $300. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Liang, if you will help Mr. Wang with respect 
to that answer and translate that for us, please. 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] There was another contribution 
that I made that was for President Clinton’s birthday party and I 
made out a check for $300. 

Mr. Bennett. For $300. 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, to your knowledge, Mr. Wang, apart from 
the $99 check and the $300 check for President Clinton’s birthday 
party fund-raiser — in fact, you made that contribution yourself; is 
that correct, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Liang, verify that the client understands that 
no one reimbursed him for that contribution. Correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. No one did? If you will translate his answer, Mr. 
Liang, clarifying that there is no testimony that someone reim- 
bursed him for that payment. Correct? 

Mr. Liang. The answer should have been no because the dif- 
ferences in the two languages. 

Mr. Bennett. All right. Thank you. Directing your attention now 
to exhibit 99, which is on the projector screen, this is, in fact, a 
check which you prepared dated August 16, 1996, paid to the order 
of the DNC, $5,000. 

Can you identify that copy, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes 

Mr. Bennett. And so you understand, Mr. Wang, the tracking 
form on the bottom of that check is, in fact, the tracking form 
which we procured from the Democratic National Committee. Di- 
recting your attention to that check, you can identify your signa- 
ture on the check? 

Mr. Wang. Yes, that’s my signature. 

Mr. Bennett. And, Mr. Wang, when were you first asked and by 
whom to make this contribution? What were the circumstances sur- 
rounding your making this contribution? 

Mr. Wang. That’s on the day August 16th, and it had been — ^by 
Huang or Pan. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Liang, you will have to translate. I thought I 
understood him to say by Huang or Pan, but you will need to 
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translate the answer. I am trying to ask who — what person or per- 
sons contacted Mr. Wang with respect to this check? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] It could be either one, either 
Mr. Huang or Mr. Pan. 

Mr. Bennett. All right. Was it by telephone or in person? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] They came in person and asked 
me to make a donation. 

Mr. Bennett. All right. Was there a telephone call prior to any- 
one arriving in person to visit with Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, there was a phone call. 

Mr. Bennett. And does he recall who called him? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Mr. Huang. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, with respect to Mr. Huang, does he know 
Mr. Huang’s first name? Mr. Wang, do you know Mr. Huang’s first 
name? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] At that time, I knew only his 
name in Chinese. 

Mr. Bennett. Directing your attention to August 16, 1996, which 
is the date of the check, did this occur the same day, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Did you know an individual named John Huang 
prior to August 16, 1996? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And who was John Huang? I want to make sure 
we are or not talking about the same person. Who was John 
Huang, to your knowledge, on August 16, 1996, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang. John Huang during that time 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Liang, I think you may have to assist him 
with this, if you will, please. 

Can you respond for your client, Mr. Liang? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I think he was one of the better 
known persons or figures that was involved in raising funds for 
President Clinton’s campaign. 

Mr. Burton. To make it easier for all the Members, would you 
pull the microphones, both of them, very close to you, please? Pull 
them close to you so we can hear you better. Thank you. 

Mr. Bennett. Had you met Mr. John Huang before, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And on how many occasions had you met Mr. John 
Huang prior to the visit by me and another individual, according 
to your testimony, on August 16, 1996? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Just once, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And except for one time, prior to August 16, 1996, 
there was only one occasion that you had ever actually met Mr. 
John Huang; is that correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And where and when had you met him, sir? 

Mr. Wang. In Philadelphia about — at that time, I don’t remem- 
ber, but June or July in 1996 in one Chinese restaurant. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Liang, I believe your client testified that he 
had met this individual one time before in June or July 1996 at 
a Chinese restaurant. Is that what he said? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And that was in California? 
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Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Had you ever seen Mr. John Huang’s pictures in 
the newspaper? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Huang, let me ask you this: Does your father 
know John Huang? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. And if so, how? I don’t want you to get into the 
nature of your business because that is, I think, stricken from the 
record in terms of privacy concerns for this witness, Mr. Chairman. 
But how does your father known John Huang? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] It was at a social occasion and 
some friends introduced my father to Mr. John Huang. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, directing your attention to this particular 
day in August 1996, August 16, 1996, according to exhibit 99, did 
there come a point in time when you met with two individuals at 
your home or at your place of business? 

Mr. Wang. In the office. 

Mr. Bennett. In the office? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And was it the same day of the telephone call? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And to the best of your knowledge, it was August 
16, 1996? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Huang, I should tell you that Tuesday, the 
day after your deposition, I was visited by John Huang’s attorney, 
whom I know personally, who insisted that his client was not with 
you in California on that particular day and that you are mistaken 
with respect to the identity of one of the two men whom you met 
on that day. 

If you will translate that for him, Mr. Liang? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] To the best of my knowledge, I 
took that person who came with Mr. Pan to be John Huang. 

Mr. Bennett. I understand. Just, in fairness to your client, Mr. 
Carvin, I wanted to make sure he understood that. And just in fur- 
ther fairness to your client, Mr. Carvin, I received at lunchtime 
today, about 35 minutes ago, a copy of a letter which Mr. John 
Huang’s attorney, in fact, given to minority counsel last night, and 
I had not seen it, but in that — Mr. Cobb is an attorney whom I 
have known personally for some 20 years. He gave me the heads 
up and gave me a copy of it. So I only have the copy that John 
Huang’s attorney has given to me and I have provided a copy of 
that letter to your attorney, Mr. Carvin. 

Mr. Carvin, I am just trying to move forward here, but I want 
to make sure that no one tries to unfairly trap this witness with 
respect to the two people who visited with him. Absent any further 
inquiry you have, I am prepared to move forward with respect to 
the discussion of the events of that particular day. 

Mr. Carvin. I have no further inquiry. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Carvin. 

Mr. Waxman. What was the counsel’s answer? I couldn’t hear 
him. 

Mr. Carvin. I have no further inquiry at this point. 
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Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, what was the name of the other indi- 
vidual with whom you met? You indicated that you believe that 
one — in your opinion, one individual was John Huang. Who was 
the other person who was with Mr. Huang on the day of August 
16, 1996? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] His family name is Pan. Mr. 
Pan, as I know him. 

Mr. Bennett. P-A-N? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, did you subsequently learn that the 
gentleman, the second gentleman, was a gentleman named Antonio 
Pan? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Did you have any knowledge of Mr. Huang’s prior 
employer, the Lippo Group? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] No, I didn’t know anything 
about it. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, directing your attention, then, to Au- 
gust 16, 1996, the same day on which you prepared the check to 
the DNC in the amount of $5,000 on that day, did you have a dis- 
cussion with these two individuals with respect to your imme- 
diately being reimbursed for this contribution? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] All I remember is that when I 
wrote out the check those two individuals said that the money 
would be reimbursed. 

Mr. Bennett. And I am going to get to the later events of the 
day, but with respect to the two individuals who said you would 
be reimbursed, do you recall which individual said you would be re- 
imbursed? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I don’t quite remember, sir, but 
anyway, it was one of the two. 

Mr. Bennett. Whichever one told you that, was the other one 
sitting there and present when the first person said that you would 
be reimbursed? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, then, in fact, you prepared this check in the 
amount of $5,000 and there was a second check also prepared by 
you, isn’t that correct, Mr. Wang, on this day? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you know an individual by the name of Daniel 
Wu, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And, Mr. Wang, who is Daniel Wu? 

Mr. Wang. He is my friend. 

Mr. Bennett. Did you discuss with these two gentlemen, when 
they met with you, whether or not a contribution to the DNC simi- 
lar to that represented by exhibit 99 could also be made through 
any other accounts? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] At that time, so far as I recol- 
lect, those two individuals asked me if I had any friends who could 
make a donation, and at that time I brought up the name of Mr. 
Daniel Wu. 
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Mr. Bennett. And I will ask if we can put an exhibit on the pro- 
jector, exhibit 100. Looking at that exhibit, Mr. Wang, that is, in 
fact — well, why don’t you identify that? I believe it is a power of 
attorney form for Mr. Wu; is that correct? 

[Exhibit 100 follows:] 



FOR Sank of Canton of Californio 
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Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. How is it that you have the power of attorney for 
Mr. Daniel Wu? 

Mr. Wang. Yeah, he is my friend. He want me 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] As he is my friend, or rather as 
I am his friend, he gave me the power of attorney for to act on his 
hehalf in the United States. 

Mr. Bennett. In fact, Mr. Wu has not been in this country for 
several years; is that correct, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Now then, showing you — did you, in fact, write out 
a check on Mr. Wu’s account also for $5,000? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And that was made payable to whom, sir? 

Mr. Wang. The DNC. 

Mr. Bennett. I am sorry. The DNC? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And did you give both of those checks to the two 
individuals who were visiting with you in your office? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Now, then, I will show — ask that the projector 
place up on the exhibit screen exhibit 101. In fact, that account re- 
flects a $5,000 transaction ultimately clearing your account with 
respect to the $5,000 payment you made; is that correct, Mr. 
Wang? 

If we can try to expand that in size a little bit on the projector? 

[Exhibit 101 follows:] 
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Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you know whether the check you wrote out to 
the DNC on Mr. Wu’s account was cashed? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Let me just get into the matter of what occurred 
with respect to these payments. At the time you wrote the second 
$5,000 check on Mr. Wu’s account, did you have an understanding 
that this money would be paid back also? And who did you believe 
was going to pay the money back? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And who was going to pay you back, Mr. Wang, 
for the total of $10,000 in contributions to the DNC on August 16, 
1996? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I am sorry to say, I don’t know. 

Mr. Bennett. Ultimately, you were, in fact, paid back the same 
day, weren’t you, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And the individual who paid you back and came 
back to your office, who was that person? 

Mr. Wang. Mr. Pan. 

Mr. Bennett. You do not contend, nor did you contend in your 
deposition, that the individual whom you believed was John Huang 
brought back the $10,000. It is your contention that it is the other 
individual who you know by the name Pan, who brought the 
$10,000; is that correct? 

And I am saying that in such a lengthy fashion, Mr. Liang, so 
that you have an opportunity to translate that and make sure that 
he understands his response. 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I believe it was Mr. Pan. 

Mr. Bennett. I am going to ask to be put on the projectors, ex- 
hibits 102 and 103. 

First of all, 102, Mr. Wang, reflects a deposit by you directly back 
into your account on August 16th, the same day, of $3,000. 

Do you see that there, sir? 

[Exhibits 102 and 103 follow:] 
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CHINA TRUST BANK OF CALIFORNIA 




SUMMARY FOR NOW ACCOUNTS 


dSGINNiNS tJALANCS 7/17/96 1*639, 2o 

DEPOSITS / MISC CRECITS 2 3*002.43 

*(ITMuRAUALS / NISC CEBITS 0 -00 

*• ENDINS balance 4*641.69 

SERVICE CHARGE *30 

INTEREST PAIO 2.43 

INTEREST Paid YEAR TG DATE 16.08 

annual percentage yield earned 1.46 

NUMBER OF DAYS FOR A.P.Y.E. 32 

AVERAGE BAuANCS FCR A.P.Y.E. 1*921 

MINIMUM oA^ANCE 1*639 


- mISCEwLANECUS DEBITS AND CREDITS - -- -- -- -- -- 
DATE amount description 

3/lo/V6 3*CCu'.vO C-« DEPOSIT 

B/le/Va 0.^*3 tR INT6 k;ST EaRNEC 

daily balance summary --------------- 

UATe Balance date BA;.ANC£ 

o/ia/9o 4*641.69 
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CHINA TRUST BANK OF CALIFORNIA 



SuW ACCC-J’.TS 



1 ^SA-lCn-JU 


00011513S3 SU’^MARY >=QR NDW ACCOUNTS 

SEGINNING 3ALANC5 8/17/96 A, 641. 6? 

DEPOSITS / MISC CRcOITS 2 2,037.-?i 

WITHDRAWALS / MISC DEBITS 0 .00 

** =NDIMG BALANCE 9/17/96 6,643.50 

SERVICE CHARGE .00 

INTEREST PAID 7.31 

INTEREST PAID YEAR TO DATE Z-'.lp 

ANNUAL PEP.CENTAGc YIELD EARNED 1.46 

NUMBER OF DAYS FOR A.P.Y.E. 7C 

AVERAGE BALANCE FOR A.P.v.?. 3,ST5 

'^INI'^U'' BALANCE 4,641 

-ISCELLAMFCJS DEBITS AND CREDITS 

DATE AYOUNT DESCRIRIION 

fl/20/9o ’,000.00 CR DcPDOZT 

9/1T/R6 T,51 Z'i iNTc’.iST cARNE? 

OAILV •■-ALANCE OU'^YARY 

CATE RAIANCE OAT? lALA'ICj 

3/20/96 6,041.69 R/17/96 o,04J,50 
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Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Exhibit 103, if we can put that up, reflects a de- 
posit back into your account of $2,000. 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Do you see that? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. If we can also — with respect to the other account, 
Mr. Wu’s account, if you will look at exhibit 106 — looking at exhibit 
106, that also reflects August 16, 1996, $3,000 is placed into Mr. 
Wu’s account and $2,000 was placed 4 days later on August 20, 
1996, into Mr. Wu’s account. Is that correct? 

[Exhibit 106 follows:] 
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Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. When were you, in fact, paid the total of $10,000, 
back by Mr. Huang? 

Mr. Wang. August 16, 1996. 

Mr. Bennett. You, in fact, received $10,000 in cash back the 
very same day from Mr. Pan; is that correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And why is it that you deposited $3,000 into your 
account and $3,000 into Mr. Wu’s account, waited 4 days, and then 
deposited $2,000 into your account and $2,000 into Mr. Wu’s ac- 
count? What was the reason for the delay of 4 days? 

And if you will translate that for me, please, Mr. Liang? 

Mr. Wang. The reason is that Pan, he told me don’t deposit the 
money one time, total money one time. So that is why I spread two 
times for deposit. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Liang, if you could perhaps make sure we got 
that, if you could translate again and state what your client said? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Mr. Pan instructed me not to 
deposit the money at one time, in one lump sum, but to spread it 
out. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, do you have any familiarity with re- 
spect to what are called “currency transaction reports” required by 
the U.S. Government for transactions of $10,000 or more? 

If you will translate that for him, Mr. Liang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. And, in fact, I will show exhibits 104 and 105, if 
I can, on the projector screen, reflecting entries on August 16 in 
your journal. And then exhibit 105 is August 20 in your journal, 
with respect to both of those account entries; is that correct, Mr. 
Wang? 

[Exhibits 104 and 105 follow:] 
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Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, do you have any knowledge as to where 
Mr. Pan would have gotten the money and where he would have 
received the money to pay you back? 

Mr. Wang. No, no idea. 

Mr. Bennett. Did he tell you whether or not you should speak 
to anyone about this transaction? 

Mr. Wang. I don’t remember he tell me anything — I mean don’t 
tell anybody. 

Mr. Bennett. Don’t tell anybody. And again that is from Mr. 
Pan when he came back, not Mr. Huang; is that correct? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] What Mr. Wang meant was that 
he does not — I do not recall that Mr. Pan told — instructed me not 
to mention this to anyone. 

Mr. Bennett. I am sorry, Mr. Liang, you said he recalls Mr. Pan 
did or did not say that? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] As far as he remembers, he said 
he does not recall that Mr. 

Mr. Wang. Can you repeat the question again? 

Mr. Bennett. Basically I am asking you — I believe at your depo- 
sition, page 48 of your deposition taken on Monday, you indicated 
to Congressman Waxman and me that Mr. Pan had indicated to 
you “just don’t tell anyone.” 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Mr. Wang, is there any doubt in your mind that 
you were visited by two individuals on August 16, 1996, with re- 
spect to your contribution to the Democratic National Committee? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Yes, there is a doubt; or yes, you in fact were vis- 
ited by two individuals? 

Mr. Wang. Yes, two persons. 

Mr. Bennett. And with respect to those individuals, is there any 
doubt in your mind that you were asked to make a payment for 
which you were going to be reimbursed the same day? Is there any 
doubt in your mind about that, sir? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Again, I believe the response, Mr. Liang, should 
be from the witness, if I am not mistaken. 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] It should have been no, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Finally, Mr. Wang — I didn’t mean to take up my 
whole time, Mr. Chairman, but I think I am about up — with re- 
spect to the identity of those two individuals, to the best of your 
knowledge and belief, you believe one of those individuals was John 
Huang and the other was an individual named Antonio Pan. Is 
that to the best of your recollection and belief? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Bennett. Just one last question and I will be finished, Mr. 
Chairman. 

When you received the telephone call from an individual whom 
you believed to be John Huang, did that individual identify himself 
to you as John Huang in that telephone call? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] He did, sir. 
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Mr. Bennett. Thank you, Mr. Wang. I have no further ques- 
tions. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Waxman. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wang, good to see you again. I won’t go over all of the terri- 
tory that counsel has just reviewed with you. 

As I understand your statement today, it is the same as your 
statement in the deposition on Monday to the effect that a man you 
believed to be John Huang and another man you believed to be An- 
tonio Pan came to your place of business in the morning on August 
16, 1996, and that they asked you for a contribution, and you wrote 
out a check for $5,000 from your account, another $5,000 from Mr. 
Wu’s account, and you were told that you would be reimbursed. 

You gave the man you believed to be Mr. Huang the checks, and 
later that same day the man you believed to be Mr. Pan came back 
to your office with $10,000 in cash. 

Is that correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Wang, after your testimony on Monday, my 
staff looked into whether John Huang was in Los Angeles on Au- 
gust 16, 1996, and we prepared a report with a number of docu- 
ments that we have given to you and to your lawyer. We will give 
them 

Mr. Burton. For the record, we have not received those docu- 
ments, but we will look at them right now. 

Mr. Waxman. You do have them. 

In this document, we have dozens of exhibits, including affidavits 
from eyewitnesses, expense account records, and photographs, all of 
which place John Huang in New York City, not in Los Angeles. 

One exhibit shows John Huang’s hotel bill from the Sheraton 
Hotel in New York which indicates he stayed there from August 
10, 1996, through August 18, 1996. This exhibit also contains Mr. 
Huang’s expense record from the Democratic National Committee, 
which shows him in New York City from August 10, 1996, to Au- 
gust 18, 1996. 

We have obtained affidavits from eight eyewitnesses, eight peo- 
ple who were with John Huang in New York City during this pe- 
riod, including from four witnesses who place him in New York 
City on August 16, 1996. 

For example, one of the exhibits is a statement from Erica 
Payne, who was in charge of the fund-raising for the Democratic 
National Committee for President Clinton’s 50th birthday gala. Her 
testimony, and I quote, was that “John Huang was continuously 
physically present in New York City conducting fund-raising for at 
least 5 days prior to the August 18th celebration.” 

Mr. Shadegg. Point of parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his parliamentary inquiry. 
We will not take away from your time. Stop the clock, please. 

Mr. Shadegg. The portion of the affidavit that the ranking mem- 
ber just read from has an introductory phrase which qualifies that 
rather dramatically. 

Mr. Waxman. This is not a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Shadegg. I am wondering when I raise the point of order, 
the fact that that language has been omitted. 
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Mr. Burton. The language has been omitted, so the document is 
not correct; is that what you are saying? 

Mr. Shadegg. From the question, the language was omitted in 
the affidavit; that is, he read just part of the affidavit, not the 
qualifying phrase. My question is, when can I raise the question of 
the propriety of that? 

Mr. Waxman. The gentleman has a full copy of the affidavit. 

Mr. Fattah. So do the counsel and the witness. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will suspend. We are not going to 
take away from his time. 

Mr. Waxman. If I could read it in full 

Mr. Burton. Wait just 1 second. 

Until the questioning starts, our parliamentarian has advised me 
that it is in order for someone to ask a question like this before 
questions are put to the witness. 

Mr. Waxman. I presume that would be if I were willing to yield 
to him, and I am not willing to yield at this time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will proceed. He has to yield to you 
in order for you to be able to respond. 

Mr. Waxman. I want to read from the affidavit of Erica Payne 
and draw Mr. Shadegg and everyone else’s attention to her state- 
ment, “To the best of my recollection, John Huang was continu- 
ously physically present in New York City conducting fund-raising 
for at least 5 days prior to this August 18th celebration.” 

And then, to complete it, “I worked with and saw him each day 
during that period, and in fact approximately 2 to 4 days prior to 
the event.” 

We have another exhibit from — an affidavit from Ethel Chen. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, what are the rules in the House and 
in the committee to refer to documents that are mischaracterized, 
as the gentleman from California is doing? This is not a sworn doc- 
ument. This witness is not before us — there is no notary seal on 
this document. It does not meet the legal requirements of either 
testimony or affidavit or under oath; a document simply saying 
what it would like us to believe it is does not make it so. 

I think that there are rules of evidence that we use here that re- 
quire that in order for something to be an affidavit under oath, or 
testimony, it has to be sworn to in an official capacity; and evi- 
dence thereof has to be either made in this committee or on the 
face of the document itself, neither of which is present here. 

Mr. Burton. Just 1 second. We will refer to our counsel. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Burton. The hearsay rule does not apply, and if it is perti- 
nent to the investigation and questioning, then it will be allowed. 

Mr. Barr. Another point of parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Waxman. Maybe I can clarify the matter for the gentleman. 

Mr. Burton. The Chair rules the gentleman may proceed. 

Mr. Barr. Further point of parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Burton. State your parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Barr. Are there any rules that pertain in the House or com- 
mittee thereof, both of which this body consists of, that require that 
if a document is not an affidavit or sworn to, that it be character- 
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ized as simply a piece of paper and not something that is actually 
sworn to or testified to or an affidavit itself? 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I think I can simplify the matter. 

Mr. Burton. Just 1 second. 

[Discussion off the record.] 

Mr. Burton. I think we will have to look at this as any other 
document that we are talking about before the committee. This is 
not a court of law. We will take it at face value, unless it is proven 
otherwise. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

I understand the discomfort of some of my colleagues on the 
other side. I would assume we are coming very close to the ques- 
tion of whether this witness may have committed perjury. I would 
suggest that Mr. Waxman be allowed to complete his examination, 
and then all of the documents he is using in that examination 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman is out of order. That is not a par- 
liamentary inquiry. The question of perjury has not even be raised 
and should not be raised at this point. 

The gentleman will proceed with his inquiry. 

Mr. Waxman. Point of personal privilege. This is an affidavit I 
am referring to by Ethel Chen, which was notarized. We are quib- 
bling over whether it is called an affidavit or simply a statement. 
We have statements 

Mr. Barr. The document has not been notarized. 

Mr. Waxman. In this case, it was notarized. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman from California has the time. 

Mr. Waxman. I will leave it to a court some time to decide 
whether it is sufficient. But we have statements from these people 
that say that John Huang was in New York; and Ethel Chen, an 
Asian-American leader from Queens, met with John Huang on sev- 
eral occasions prior to the President’s birthday gala on Sunday, Au- 
gust 18, 1996. According to her statement, and I want to quote 
from the statement, “One of those meetings took place on the Fri- 
day before the event, August 16th.” 

This morning we received another statement from a gentleman 
named Tak Luk Cheng, an acquaintance of John Huang, who had 
lunch with Mr. Huang at a Chinese restaurant in New York, at 2 
p.m., on August 16th. The time of this lunch is critical because, ac- 
cording to you, Mr. Wang, John Huang was soliciting your con- 
tribution at almost the exact same time, 3,000 miles away in Los 
Angeles. 

Another exhibit we obtained earlier this morning is a letter from 
John Huang’s lawyer, Ty Cobb; this was referred to by Mr. Ben- 
nett, and it states his client was in New York, not in Los Angeles, 
on the days in question. 

We also have newspaper articles from Chinese language news- 
papers which contain photographs of Mr. Huang in New York 
City’s Chinatown between August 15th and August 17th. 

My point is clear. We have overwhelming evidence that Mr. 
Huang was in New York, not Los Angeles, on the day you said you 
met with him; and I would like to hear what your explanation 
might be of all of this evidence indicating Mr. Huang could not 
have been in your place of business on August 16, 1996. 
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Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] So far as I recollect, one of the 
two individuals that went to my office that day, I assumed — I as- 
sumed that he was Mr. John Huang. 

Mr. Waxman. You think you might have confused him for an- 
other person? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Sir, so far as I can recollect, it 
was Mr. John Huang. 

Mr. Horn. Mr. Chairman, could I ask the gentleman, if he would 
yield, to tell how any of this story that he — might he relevant to 
this question? 

Mr. Waxman. I don’t yield to you. 

Mr. Horn. All right. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Wang, it seems hard to believe that it was 
John Huang, but you felt it was John Huang. You had met Mr. 
Huang before; is that correct? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] That is correct, sir. 

Mr. Waxman. And how many times had you met him previous? 

Mr. Garvin. In fairness to the witness, I think it is really impor- 
tant to clarify the record of the circumstances of the questioning 
that is going on now. We have had no opportunity to review the 
volumes of evidence that you are producing to us. Indeed it was 
handed to me only after I sat down at counsel table, but I would 
like to make a couple of points for the record before we pursue this 
line of questioning, certainly if there is going to be allegations of 
perjury bandied about. 

Mr. Waxman. Counsel, first of all, let me interrupt you. I have 
not made any allegation of perjury. We have a contradiction in tes- 
timony, and I haven’t asked you a question, and I only have a lim- 
ited amount of time. I don’t want to stop you from making any 
statement you think is pertinent. I realize you didn’t have this in- 
formation, but your client has testified that John Huang was in his 
office in Los Angeles on a date when it looks like he wasn’t in Los 
Angeles. 

I guess we have no explanation except we have Mr. Wang’s belief 
that John Huang was in his office, and an overwhelming number 
of others who have given statements to the contrary that Mr. 
Huang was in New York. 

Now, Mr. Wang 

Mr. Carvin. There may be a difference of recollection. Congress- 
man, but you did state this morning, as I understand it, that Mr. 
Wang misled the committee. Your staff has handed out statements 
saying other false statements by David Wang. So to suggest that 
you are not accusing him of misleading the committee, I would sug- 
gest, is disingenuous. 

I think in fairness to the witness, he should be given an oppor- 
tunity to present the context in which these statements were made 
and to offer some chance of rebuttal. I would like a few minutes 
to do that. I am sure the chairman would not take it out of your 
time, and at that point you could obviously pursue any questions 
you want. 

First, as to the question of whether Mr. Wang 

Mr. Waxman. Do you want to make a statement now or recess? 

Mr. Carvin. I would like to do it now. 
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Mr. Waxman. Do you want a recess now or make a statement 
now? 

Mr. Garvin. I would like to make a statement now. 

Mr. Burton. The Chair will make sure that the gentleman from 
California’s time is reserved. Counsel for Mr. Wang is recognized 
to make a statement. 

Mr. Carvin. Thank you. 

Mr. Fattah. Could you identify the gentleman who just spoke? 

Mr. Carvin. My name is Michael Carvin and I represent 

Mr. Fattah. The gentleman who just spoke? 

Mr. Carvin. That was my associate, Ted Cruz. 

First, the notion that Mr. Wang would perjure himself on this 
question seems to me so facially implausible as not to he seriously 
entertained. 

To say that somebody would falsely say that he was a conduit 
for John Huang is absurd. I can’t think of any person in the world 
that you would want to associate yourself with less than John 
Huang. 

If Mr. Wang could have possibly said that he didn’t know Mr. 
Huang and had not engaged in illegal transactions with him, I as- 
sure you, he would have done so. He would not be here today. He 
would not be in front of the grand jury, and he would not be in the 
largest problem he has ever faced. 

So you can argue plausibly that he is mistaken. What you cannot 
do is plausibly assert that he has willingly misled the committee 
or is otherwise perjuring himself. 

No. 2, the notion that he has benefited from the immunity that 
the committee has granted him is also demonstrably untrue. As 
you know. Congressman Waxman, Mr. Wang cooperated with con- 
gressional investigators before he was granted immunity and told 
this story. 

As I recollect, last week you made a impassioned speech about 
how unfair it was for the committee to take a person, a recent cit- 
izen with limited English proficiency, and run these questions by 
him without counsel present. Indeed, I think that was the reason 
that you suggested that immunity should be granted to him, which 
you subsequently voted for. 

Yet today I am handed a document which takes those statements 
from the investigation that was conducted without counsel present, 
and you use it to impeach Mr. Wang’s integrity and honesty. I am 
puzzled by that, and, indeed, I think it is somewhat hypocritical. 

Third, he wouldn’t have needed immunity if he had not impli- 
cated John Huang, because the investigators would have left and 
he would have gone on with his life. So the notion that he was 
somehow misleading the committee, implicating himself in a 
scheme with John Huang so he could then garner immunity, is, 
again, demonstrably untrue. 

As to the treatment Mr. Wang is receiving today, I can only say 
that it has the effect, although I am sure not the purpose, are frus- 
trating uncovering illegal activity in connection with fund-raising 
activities. Although I know it is not your purpose to cover up illegal 
activity by the Democratic National Committee, if witnesses are 
dragged here and berated by the community, are falsely sand- 
bagged with documents and have their integrity impugned, I think 
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we will all agree it will deter people from voluntarily cooperating 
and bringing very important information to the light of this com- 
mittee and the American public. 

So I think everyone should weigh their treatment of this witness, 
as well as their statements generally, before embarking on this 
very dangerous course. 

Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. How much time does Mr. Waxman have remaining, 
does anybody know? 

The Clerk. Eighteen minutes. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman is recognized for the remaining 18 
minutes. 

Mr. Waxman. Counsel, did you want to recess to talk to your cli- 
ent, or did you just want to make that statement? 

Mr. Carvin. Recess for what purpose? 

Mr. Waxman. I thought you said you wanted a recess and you 
wanted to make a statement. 

Mr. Carvin. No. I was just suggesting that. I didn’t want to cut 
into your time. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. Counsel, the only thing I would point 
out is that I am not raising statements by Mr. Wang. I am raising 
statements by others that indicate that Mr. Huang was not in Los 
Angeles, but was in fact in New York. This is puzzling. 

Mr. Wang, this is not the only statement that you made to com- 
mittee investigators that I see a conflict in. I would like to intro- 
duce as an exhibit the notes from the interviews that committee in- 
vestigators conducted with you on August 15 of this year. During 
two interviews with committee investigators, you made other state- 
ments that appear to be false. 

The first false statement occurred when you originally were ap- 
proached by the investigators. During your first interview, which 
lasted 1 hour, you 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, I have a parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I consider the Member harassing 
me. None of us have interrupted him in his many times during 
questioning. 

Mr. Barr. I have a parliamentary inquiry, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The Chair will ask the gentleman to state his par- 
liamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Barr. Might I inquire of the Chair as to what the rules of 
the committee and the House are with regard to reading from a 
Memorandum of Interview which has not been made public? Does 
that not require unanimous consent in order to disclose the con- 
tents thereof? 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, these are committee documents. 

Mr. Burton. The counsel has informed me that the committee 
protocol allows documents to be utilized during hearings of this 
type. 

Mr. Shays. Without unanimous consent? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, without unanimous consent. 

Mr. Waxman. And during that interview, by our committee’s in- 
vestigators, you told them during that hour period that you were 
not reimbursed for your contribution. Instead, you stated that the 
contribution was made with your own money. 
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We know this was untrue. When the investigators came back a 
second time on August 15th, you told them you were reimbursed, 
but the reimbursement occurred in two different installments. You 
were given $6,000 on August 16, 1996, and $4,000 on August 20, 
1996. This is also apparently untrue. 

At your deposition you changed your story and you said you re- 
ceived the entire $10,000 at one time on August 16th, not in two 
installments. 

Another contradiction involves the contribution of Daniel Wu. In 
August you told the committee investigators that you were not in- 
volved in the $5,000 contribution that Daniel Wu made to the 
DNC. At your deposition you admitted you had power of attorney 
over Mr. Wu’s bank account, and that you, in fact, wrote the $5,000 
check for Mr. Wu. 

Finally, you told investigators that your brother-in-law, John Lu, 
was present on August 16, 1996, at the meeting with John Huang 
and Antonio Pan, or the men who were presumably John Huang 
and presumably Antonio Pan. At your deposition you contradicted 
yourself and you said that your father, James Wang, not your 
brother-in-law, was at the August 16th meeting. 

In fact, even this statement about your father is suspect. Two of 
my staff members have recently spoken to your father, and he has 
denied being at any such meeting with John Huang. I would like 
to introduce a statement from my staff member’s attesting to their 
conversation with Mr. Wang’s father. 

I could go on. Additional false statements are described in the 
minority staff report, and I know you only received that report 
today, but you did have the report from the investigators in ad- 
vance. 

My point is clear, Mr. Wang. I don’t think you have been candid 
from day-to-day, from day one maybe. Each time we get a different 
version of what happened. 

Do you want to say anything in response to what I just said? 

Mr. Garvin. Since it is not a question, I will try and respond. 

Mr. Waxman. I asked Mr. Wang if he wants to say something? 
If he doesn’t, it is OK. 

Mr. Garvin. Thank you. I am not going to allow him to answer 
a compound question with, by my count, 23 sub-parts to it. 

Mr. Waxman. I understand that. I appreciate that. I accept that. 

Mr. Garvin. OK. 

Mr. Waxman. My point though, Mr. Wang, is that we have heard 
different stories from you. Unfortunately, we are faced with a situ- 
ation that is even more serious than simply what may be false tes- 
timony, and that is something that I didn’t investigate on my own. 
It came up in the deposition. 

We granted immunity to you, but it appears you may have en- 
gaged in a conspiracy to violate our immigration and tax laws. 
These are criminal violations that are more serious than even con- 
duit payments. They are criminal violations that no one on the 
Democratic side had any knowledge of when we were asked by the 
chairman to vote for immunity, and now, because of the grant of 
immunity, they are criminal violations that Mr. Wang can never be 
prosecuted for, as I understand it. 
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Mr. Wang, I want to draw your attention to your own deposition. 
Counsel, I can refer to the pages, on pages 68 to 77 and 93 to 94, 
you discussed your relationship with Daniel Wu. I want to ask you 
some questions about that relationship. 

Mr. Wang, mayhe you want to pull the microphone closer to you. 

Mr. Wu is a green card holder, a legal resident, who has been 
out of the United States for several years; is that correct? 

Mr. Garvin. Before we go any further, I would really like to be 
able to respond to the numerous attacks on his character. First 

Mr. Waxman. Counsel, I am going to allow you to do that, but 
I would like to get these specific questions responded to, and then 
I will be glad to yield to you. 

Mr. Carvin. I would like to ask the Chair if delegating questions 
of alleged illegality that have absolutely nothing to do with the ju- 
risdiction of this committee is a proper line of inquiry, particularly 
since this information was voluntarily disclosed by the witness pur- 
suant to a grant of immunity? 

No one would have ever known about any of these activities ab- 
sent the granting of immunity. So the notion that somehow he is 
again benefiting from the grant of immunity is demonstrably false. 
No one would have, as Mr. Waxman points out, known anything 
about these immigration matters absent the grant of immunity. So 
if you had not granted him immunity, none of this would have 
come up. None of it has anything to do with campaign finance, and 
I ask the Chair to please restrict this line of questioning? 

Mr. Waxman. The other side of it, counsel, is from our perspec- 
tive, if the committee had done a more thorough investigation of 
what was going on, we would have been informed. It just came up 
in the deposition, but we should have been informed in advance of 
this, before we went along with the immunity. 

Mr. Carvin. Not if Mr. Wang was represented by legal counsel. 

Mr. Waxman. It came up by Monday. 

Mr. Burton. Just 1 second. Point of clarification. I will not de- 
duct from your time, but you have been aware of this, as well as 
the majority, since August. 

Mr. Waxman. I didn’t hear what you said. This matter came up 
in the deposition on Monday. It was a line of questioning to which 
counsel did not object at the time of the deposition. The informa- 
tion came out at that time, and I think it is important to pursue. 
It certainly goes to the credibility of the witness, as well as other 
matters that concern us as legislators. 

Mr. Carvin. It cannot possibly bear on the credibility of the wit- 
ness, because, as you just stated, he was the one who voluntarily 
disclosed this without objection. So it simply can’t bear on any 
credibility. It certainly can’t bear on anything relating to campaign 
finance. It is by definition irrelevant and immaterial. 

Mr. Waxman. Are you objecting to your client answering these 
questions? 

Mr. Carvin. Yes, I am. 

Mr. Waxman. But he did answer these very same questions on 
Monday. His deposition speaks for itself. 

Mr. Carvin. And I was under the impression pursuant to com- 
mittee rules that the depositions were to be kept strictly confiden- 
tial and not shared with the public. 
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We were also appearing, as you know, at the time in a spirit of 
good faith to put all facts before the committee so that they could 
make a judgment. I had no idea at the time. Congressman, that 
you would parade this deposition in front of the news media as 
part of a sustained character attack on Mr. Wang, particularly 
since the week before the information you are now using to defame 
his character, you properly suggested, raised serious constitutional 
questions because it was induced by Government agents against a 
recent citizen without the benefit of counsel. 

So that is true. I did proceed in a spirit of good faith to give the 
committee the information it desired. I did not believe it would be 
used to later defame my client. 

Mr. Waxman. Well, there is a character question involved here, 
and this came out in the deposition itself, which the chairman 
made public this morning. I don’t think that anybody was told the 
depositions would not ever be made public. 

Now, these are questions — I shouldn’t say the chairman, this was 
a unanimous consent this morning. 

Mr. Burton. If the gentleman would yield, there was no indica- 
tion to me or anybody else on the committee that the depositions 
should be kept confidential, because we all agreed we would make 
it public today during the hearing. If there was a misunder- 
standing, counsel, I apologize for that. 

Mr. Waxman. Do you feel better, counsel? I shouldn’t be sar- 
castic. I apologize. 

Look, we are facing some apparently serious matters, if you were 
part of a scheme to deceive the INS or the IRS, or part of a con- 
spiracy to defraud the Internal Revenue Service by using two com- 
panies. I gather one is called Ji Tai International, and Bao Li Hang 
International. And they got a tax break for Mr. Wu, even though 
he didn’t actually do any work for them. Is that right, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Garvin. My objection stands. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, objection has been made about the 
question I asked. 

Mr. Burton. I am sorry, forgive me, I was talking to counsel. 
What was the objection, sir? 

Mr. Garvin. That this has nothing to do with campaign finance; 
that it can’t possibly bear on any issue that this 

Mr. Burton. I cannot, for the life of me, see why you continue 
to delve into other aspects of this gentleman’s character when we 
are talking about one specific period. If you are trying to criticize 
his character, I don’t think that that is a legitimate line of ques- 
tioning. If the gentleman chooses to do that, I don’t think there is 
any rule against it. I would just say that I think it is something 
that should be thought out very thoroughly. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Burton. One more thing, counsel informed me that the 
questions must be pertinent to the issue at hand, and it 
stretches 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Burton. Just 1 second. 

It stretches one’s imagination how some of these questions are 
relevant to the line of questioning or the issue at hand. 
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Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, I just want to point out that this 
is a line of questioning your counsel pursued in the deposition 
itself, and the deposition is now public, so I guess I can let Mr. 
Wang’s statements speak for themselves. I am simply trying to un- 
derstand what is going on, when we give immunity for a witness. 
That court order said David Wang may not refuse to testify and 
may not refuse to provide other information in proceedings before 
or ancillary to the committee on the basis of his constitutional 
privilege against self-incrimination. It seems strange that there 
would be an objection that it is not pertinent when your counsel 
asked those same questions in the deposition, Mr. Wang’s counsel 
didn’t object. They are already on the record. 

The fact of the matter is this is an extraordinary and incredibly 
embarrassing situation. In effect, this committee, I think, has been 
snookered. We have given Mr. Wang immunity for serious immi- 
gration and tax law violations, and we may well have gotten in re- 
turn false testimony. I don’t know whether it is false or not, wheth- 
er it is misunderstanding or not. I don’t know if it is perjury or not. 
What I do know is that Mr. Wang insists that John Huang was 
with him in Los Angeles at the same time a number of other people 
have given clear statements and all other evidence and photo- 
graphs that indicate that Mr. Huang was in New York City. 

I know what it is like to go back and forth. You don’t do it on 
an hour’s flight. So I think that, it seems to me, is an inconsistent 
statement that we received from Mr. Wang, and hard to under- 
stand, and we haven’t been given an explanation. Mr. Wang maybe 
doesn’t know how to explain it because he evidently believes John 
Huang was in his offices. 

This is still my time, and I will reserve my time. 

Mr. Carvin. I can only repeat. Congressman, it would have made 
no sense for Mr. Wang to make up this story so he could be 
dragged in front of this committee and defamed like this. If Mr. 
Huang wasn’t in the office, any rational person would have said he 
is not in the office. He would be selling cars in Los Angeles today, 
rather than being called a felon and a perjurer in public. So I don’t 
know who got snookered here, but I assure you, it was not the com- 
mittee. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Waxman. I yield. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I think Mr. Fattah brought up the point, the 
issue here is would we have granted immunity to this witness and 
would he be important except for the fact that he put John Huang 
in California as being part of a conspiracy to form a conduit for 
campaign contributions. If he said John Huang was never there, I 
would not think this individual would be a pertinent witness to 
this committee or process, and certainly we would not have given 
him blanket immunity. 

Now that we have given him blanket immunity, and the question 
raised there, the counsel is asking why would this happen, to get 
blanket immunity and talk about every criminal violation of law 
that he may have talked about so he can never be prosecuted on 
it? 

So I think it is very germane to find out what happened here 
from the staffs standpoint; why didn’t we find out about this; why 
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wasn’t it examined in depositions, obviously criminality was dis- 
cussed, potential serious crimes by the witness; and whether or not 
this committee should have granted immunity. And I think it all 
goes back to that very essence, if he had not testified in his prior 
statements or interviews to the investigators that John Huang was 
in his office in California on August 16th, there would have been 
no reason for this committee to issue immunity and call him as a 
witness. 

Mr. Waxman. I want to reclaim my time and simply say I am 
not trying to embarrass Mr. Wang. I am just trying to get to the 
truth. The purpose of my being here is not Mr. Wang. My purpose 
of being here as a Member of Congress is to get to the truth. And 
the statement that we had earlier from witnesses is that they 
served as conduits, and I don’t find it incredible to believe that Mr. 
Wang also was a conduit for a contribution to the Democratic Na- 
tional Committee, and that he was paid back. But the issue is 
whether John Huang was in his office and participated in this per- 
sonally. 

There have been a lot of allegations about John Huang. In fact, 
that is what this whole hearing is about, is an accusation against 
John Huang. If we are going to have an accusation against John 
Huang that hurts him, we ought to have the truth of the matter 
before us, and it appears, from all I can tell, from a whole stack 
of other people, and other evidence, that John Huang was not in 
L.A.; he was in New York. 

I hope we will find out further what happened. I think that is 
the dilemma before us. 

Mr. Burton. Does the gentleman yield back his time? 

Mr. Waxman. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Shadegg. Point of parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Shadegg. I understood from the ruling of the parliamen- 
tarian that this Memorandum of Interview taken by the committee 
staff automatically went into evidence, into the record, in this hear- 
ing, without being proffered or an offer of unanimous consent; is 
that correct? 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Waxman asked unanimous consent that it be 
included in the record. 

Mr. Shadegg. He did not do that. We are talking about two dif- 
ferent things. There is the affidavit which I said it was a committee 
record, and I believe the Chair ruled it went in because it is a com- 
mittee record. There is a huge packet of information which Mr. 
Waxman has characterized in a thousand different ways as saying 
it is stock full of sworn affidavits that show Mr. Huang was not in 
California, he was in New York City. It has photos that prove that. 
It has a number of people who say that. I mean, he characterized 
it, we agree with you, it was not a committee record. It was pro- 
duced by the minority today and given to counsel at counsel table. 

My fundamental question, I know Mr. Waxman has not proffered 
this, he has not asked for unanimous consent to put this huge 
packet, as he described it, in the record. I am trying to find out if 
without him seeking unanimous consent to put it in, does it go in 
automatically? 



283 


Mr. Burton. These documents can only be entered into the 
record by unanimous consent, but the document that Mr. Waxman 
was alluding to falls under the rule of the committee protocol, and 
that is why part of it could be entered into the record. But that in- 
formation you are talking about cannot be entered 

Mr. Shadegg. All these sworn affidavits. 

Mr. Burton. It cannot be entered into the record without unani- 
mous consent. He has not sought unanimous consent for those 
records. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Chairman, may I ask unanimous consent that 
it be accepted into the record? 

Mr. Shadegg. Reserving the right to object. 

Mr. Burton. Objection is heard. 

Mr. Barr. I object. 

Mr. Burton. Objection is heard. Regular order. The Chair now 
wants to be heard for 5 minutes, just like everybody else, so I re- 
quest my time. 

Will you put up on the screen exhibit No. 99, please. I hope ev- 
erybody will take a close look at exhibit No. 99. Can you enlarge 
the screen a little bit down there? 

In that little right-hand corner, you will notice that the DNC con- 
tact for this contribution is John Huang, and that is his hand- 
writing. Now, there may be some question among members of this 
committee whether or not that was John Huang in that office, but 
there can be no mistake about that. John Huang solicited that con- 
tribution and there it is, the DNC contact, in his handwriting. That 
is No. 1. 

Now, would you guys be quiet for just a minute, please? That is 
a DNC document. 

The second thing is, we could learn a lot if John Huang, a friend 
of the President, a member of the Commerce Department and the 
DNC, had not taken the fifth amendment. Now, if he wants to 
come before this committee at any time, I would love to have him 
here. And I will do whatever I can do to assist him in coming be- 
fore this committee. Now, they are asking for immunity or partial 
immunity. We will look into that. But John Huang is the problem. 
He doesn’t want to testify, he has exerted his fifth amendment 
rights against self-incrimination. And this $5,000 contribution and 
the other $5,000 was solicited by John Huang, because there it is 
in writing. 

The final thing I want to point out to my colleagues is this: Ac- 
cording to the USA Today, the Democratic figures who were inter- 
viewed said that they moved in July to limit Huang from fund-rais- 
ing activities, before this took place. That was 3 months before 
press reports made Huang a central figure in the Democratic fund- 
raising controversy. 

So the bottom line is we are not talking about some angel here, 
or some guy we shouldn’t be concerned about. John Huang did 
some things that are very questionable. He should come before this 
committee and he should testify and not take the fifth amendment 
against self-incrimination. That is John Huang’s handwriting on 
that DNC form and nobody can change that. 

With that, I yield back the balance of my time. 
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Mr. Fattah. Mr. Chairman, a point of clarification. You said that 
it said that John Huang was the solicitor. It does list him as the 
DNC contact, but it lists apparently Charlie Trie as the solicitor. 

Mr. Burton. It has Charlie Trie on there as well. But the hand- 
writing is John Huang’s. There is no question about that. 

Mr. Lantos. Mr. Chairman, I merely would like to ask some in- 
formation, and then make a motion. 

Mr. Burton. Well, the gentleman does not have the time. Does 
the gentleman seek time? 

Mr. Lantos. I do, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Horn. Mr. Chairman, is he alternating? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, but I was the one on our side. 

Mr. Horn. OK. 

Mr. Lantos. Mr. Chairman, I would merely like some clarifica- 
tion. There are two names there. The contact is indicated as John 
Huang, and at the bottom it is Charles Trie. Does — the solicitor in 
this case is Mr. Trie. What does the word “contact” mean? Does 
that mean he is the person who actually solicited or is the person 
who solicits the contribution? 

Mr. Burton. Is the questioner asking me that question? I would 
be happy to answer that. 

Mr. Lantos. I would be very happy to have the chairman an- 
swer. 

Mr. Burton. The witness testified when that the phone call was 
made to him, the man who made the call identified himself as John 
Huang. That sounds like a solicitation to me. 

Mr. Lantos. Well, we are now relying on the witness’ statement. 
You were a minute ago introducing a document from the DNC as 
your proof I am suggesting that the DNC document does not in 
any sense suggest or certainly does not prove that Mr. Huang solic- 
ited this contribution. All you have is the witness’ statement. That 
is all I wanted to clarify. 

Now I would like to make a motion that the minority staff re- 
port — OK, I yield back the balance of my time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
Mr. Cox. 

Mr. Cox. I thank the chairman. I thank the witness. I apologize 
to the witness for any badgering that may have gone on. 

You may or may not be telling us the truth. I don’t know you. 
As with the preceding panel of witnesses, I hope that you are tell- 
ing us the truth and your counsel lays out some persuasive reasons 
that you probably ought to be telling the truth. 

I want to recap the bidding, because there has been a question 
raised about the whereabouts of John Huang on August 16, 1996, 
when, according to your testimony, he solicited a contribution from 
you along with Antonio Pan. 

What we all agree on, the minority and the majority, as far as 
we understand the facts, is that you did in fact write two $5,000 
checks, one for yourself and one for Mr. Wu; that those $10,000 
checks were in fact received by the Democratic National Com- 
mittee. The document that is up there on the screen, which is 
shown only in part, is a record of one of those two checks. It is one 
of the $5,000 checks. It makes it very clear that there was, in fact. 
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money that went from the Bank of Canton of California and that 
you were the author of the check; that it went to the Democratic 
National Committee; that they cashed the check; that they re- 
corded it; that they attributed to a particular event. This is because 
that is a DNC document which we obtained through discovery. 

Further, that the event it was attributed to is the President’s 
birthday party; that the DNC contact for this particular check is 
John Huang; the committee believes this is John Huang’s hand- 
writing, so he is the person stating that he is the DNC contact on 
both of these checks; and the solicitor is listed as Charlie Trie, ac- 
cording to John Huang. 

I believe that to recap the bidding, that everybody agrees that we 
can stipulate, as the ranking minority member says, to those facts. 

So the only fact that is left for us to determine is your credibility 
on the point of John Huang’s physical presence in soliciting this 
contribution, although apparently John Huang himself says that he 
is responsible for collecting your check. He may have been respon- 
sible from long distance or he may have been responsible from 
California. 

I have gone through the packet of documents that the minority 
has provided, and nobody can provide us with evidence of the time 
in question to say that, I was with John Huang at the time that 
he was allegedly meeting with you. We know the night before he 
was at an event in New York, according to these things. We know 
the next day he was in New York. But we don’t have anybody who 
can say that I was there with this person, John Huang, at the 
time, at all times when he could have been with you. We have 
someone who said sort of generally I was with him at all times over 
a period of days, although that is obviously hyperbole, because that 
is not possible. He is also part of these things at other times. That 
is only one person. So we have circumstantial evidence on this one 
point that contradicts your testimony that John Huang was person- 
ally with you. 

I read through the deposition and the questions put to you in 
deposition by Mr. Waxman. Right now our only evidence of the 
date on which you met with Mr. Pan and Mr. Huang is the date 
on the check. The date on the check is the 16th of August. 

Do have any other reason to believe it was the 16th of August? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] From the bank statement, it 
can be seen that the money was deposited on the 16th, so there can 
be no question that the check was not written on August 16th. 

Mr. Cox. I am sorry, can you repeat that answer? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] So there can be no doubt that 
the check was written on August 16th, because the money was de- 
posited into the bank on the same day, and the bank statement 
says so. And also a journal book that he keeps. 

Mr. Cox. I am a Congressman from California, and I travel a lot 
back and forth. In fact, this week I will have traveled four times 
across country. When I go out to California, sometimes I go out to 
make a speech at lunch, but I am still here in Washington in the 
morning. I can be there well before noon. I can also leave late at 
night, there are red eyes, all sorts of ways to get back and forth. 

Now, by the way, I don’t want to rehabilitate you as a witness 
or anything else, because I don’t know if you are telling the truth 



286 


or not. I want to ask you whether or not in your experience it is 
possible to travel back and forth between California and Wash- 
ington in less than a day? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I’m sorry, sir. I don’t know, be- 
cause I haven’t had that kind of experience. 

Mr. Cox. You are very fortunate. 

I see that my time has expired. I just want to point out, at least 
on the basis of the documents that have been provided by the mi- 
nority, it is possible to reconcile everybody’s stories. We don’t have 
any conclusive proof and that conclusive proof, because you are tes- 
tifying as an eyewitness to a meeting with Mr. Huang, would be 
best provided by Mr. Huang himself, as it has been pointed out 
here. 

So I hope that we can get, as the chairman suggests, the testi- 
mony from Mr. Huang one way or the other, and I yield back and 
thank the chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. The Chair de- 
clares the committee in recess until after this vote. Please come 
back as quickly as possible so Members can get to their planes or 
whatever they want to do. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. The committee will come to order. The gentleman 
from California is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. I was inter- 
ested in the discussion that has taken place as to where Mr. Huang 
was. I’m not sure where he was, but I would like to suggest that 
there’s one story by a reputable reporter that would claim, based 
on quotations, also from people in New York, that he was never 
there at the time. So let me go through this a little bit and lay it 
out. 

This is an article from USA Today, February 19, 1997. It’s by — 
the reporter is Thomas Squitieri. And it’s a rather extensive article, 
and I won’t read it all. I’ll just read a few key points here. 

“The Democratic National Committee had returned $1.2 million 
raised by Huang because of questions about the origins of the 
money.” 

And the, “Democratic National Committee Finance Chairman 
Marvin Rosen and Finance Director Richard Sullivan made the de- 
cision when they reviewed the guest list” for the New York function 
that they weren’t too keen — they didn’t stay for the dinner. They 
just went to the cocktail hour. And they weren’t too keen on having 
him near the President. 

So President Clinton did attend. And what is relevant to this is 
that it notes here, quote, “Many DNC officials were suspicious of 
Huang when he joined the Democratic National Committee because 
of his personal links to Clinton operatives from Little Rock.” 

Huang left his — unquote. “Huang left his Commerce Department 
job to work as a DNC fund-raiser,” all of which you know. 

Now, quote, “Huang was never told of the July decision made by 
Rosen and Sullivan,” — namely to keep him out of there — “but their 
decision had a quick impact.” 

Quote, “For example, Huang was a coordinator for the bash Au- 
gust 19th at New York’s Radio City Music Hall in honor of Clin- 
ton’s 50th birthday. But as the event neared, Huang never came 
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to New York to help with last-minute fund-raising details, which 
surprised others on the DNC fund-raising team.” 

So that’s the story by a reputable reporter, and that’s one aspect. 

The other I would like to note is the survey that was done by 
the accounting firm — let’s see. Here we are. 

In the spring of this year, this is the Ernst & Young survey, and 
there are three questions that Mr. Wang answered: 

14. “Can you confirm that all the money” — this is exhibit 113, by 
the way, Mr. Chairman. “Can you confirm that all the money that 
was used to make this contribution was your money and did not 
come from some other source or person?” The person that inter- 
viewed over the telephone checked yes. Presumably that’s the 
statement from Mr. Wang. 

16. “If you can recall, who was the person who asked or solicited 
you to make this contribution?” The answer written down by the 
survey team hired by the Democratic National Committee said, 
“Mr. Huang.” That’s Mr. Wang’s answer. 

Now, the 17th was, “May we telephone you to ask any followup 
information?” And the person interviewing Mr. Wang checked “no.” 
Presumably that was his response at the time. 

So all I’m saying is, with that reputable story, it just seems to 
me that whatever evidence the minority has needs to be double- 
checked and triple-checked, because this reporter and his sources 
had no reason to mislead anybody at that point. 

I yield back my time. 

[Exhibit 113 follows:] 



288 


13. Wkait]ro»ndiiaeiaiiyaBab«? 


]4. CayoueonfiimlheiUtlwBoaeytfaewuiucdumiJcctfau 
GooBibudoD wu your money nd did aoi coom from »mc other 
eorpenoo? . 


7 ' 


Yee 


.No 


13. lfifaismoDeynsBaiyoisi,weaHdtolBowwho>eDODeyitwu. 

Please tell u> whose oooey wu given to Ae DNC and five IS his/her nime, 

address and lele^iooe Dumber 


Name: 

Address: 


Telephone: 

16. If you can recall, vriio wu the person who asked or solicited you to make 
this contribution? 

Ut ^ 

1 7. May we telephone you to ask any follow-19 infonaaiion? 

Yu \/ No 

18. If so. wiut oumbcr should wc odi tad whit is the best time to cell you? 

Telephone Bumbcr 

Best time to eall: 

If you hive ay ^uesdoaSi piesse ctll me s the aumber below. 


Confidentiallnformalion 

mniTTr ipo^r^pii 

it EXHIBIT I 



289 


Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
Does anyone seek time on the minority side? 

Mr. Kanjorski, the young fellow with gray hair. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Wang, following up, earlier you testified that 
you knew John Huang, is that correct, John Huang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And could you identify him if he walked into this 
room today? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. All right. 

Now, you further testified you didn’t know Mr. Trie; is that cor- 
rect? 

Mr. Wang. No, I don’t know. I don’t know him. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Have you ever talked to him, communicated with 
him, written to him? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] No, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Are you sure now? Maybe you called him from 
your place of business or maybe he called you and you talked. Are 
you sure now? It’s very important. I want you to know this is very 
important. 

Mr. Wang. No. But probably — in fact, I — in fact, I didn’t know 
Mr. Trie. And even — probably it’s my father sometimes he call. It’s 
my father, not me. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And your father lives where? 

Mr. Wang. Also, he lives in Los Angeles. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And does he have the same place of business 
that you have? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. So you’re both in the same business. You work 
with your father in that business? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Now, Mr. Cox wanted to suggest, I suppose, or 
give you the opportunity to reconstruct what you’ve previously tes- 
tified to insofar as he suggests that you can communte — or trans- 
port between New York City and California in about 6, 7 hours. 
And it’s been known for people to fly one way and come back. 

Was there any suggestion, when you met with the man whom 
you identify as John Huang, that he had just flown in from the 
East and he just arrived? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] There was no sign that he had 
just flew in from New York, none at least that I could see of. 

Mr. Kanjorski. OK. I’m going to send the photos down. There 
are two photos. I want you to take your time. I want you to look 
at them. They’re on the screen now. And as you look at the photos, 
I would like you to look at the person on the left and the person 
on the right and see if you can identify either one of them. 

[The photograph follows:] 
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Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I don’t know the person on the 
left. But the person on the right is John Huang. 

Mr. Kanjorski. All right. Now, is that the man that you met 
with on the 16th of August? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] On the right side? 

Mr. Kanjorski. The gentleman that you can identify on the 
right, you’ve identified as John Huang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Is that the gentleman that you met with on Au- 
gust 16th in California? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Without any question in your mind? 

Mr. Wang. Yeah. 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] To the hest of my memory, 
that’s him. 

Mr. Kanjorski. All right. Now, when you met, do you know ex- 
actly what time of day you met with him in California on August 
the 16th? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] It was in the morning. In the 
morning. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Was it before 9 o’clock? Was it after 9 o’clock? 
Was it just before noon? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I’m sorry, I don’t recall the 
exact time. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Well, when you say it was a morning, was it 1 
a.m.? Was it dark out? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] It couldn’t have been that early, 
sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Well, could it have been 3 a.m.? 

Mr. Wang. No. 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] No, sir. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Since there was a check made out and deposits 
made, was it likely that it was sometime during banking hours? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Yes, sir. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

To the recorder, I just want to make sure that that entire ex- 
change is in the record, including the photo. 

Mr. Shays. 

Mr. Shays. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Wang, you’re not Webster Hubbell. You’re not Charlie Trie. 
In fact, you couldn’t identify Charlie Trie. But you could identify 
John Huang. And neither of them is here. 

John Huang has taken the fifth. But he’s given information to 
his lawyer, and our esteamed colleagues on the other side of the 
aisle felt it very appropriate to allow Mr. Huang, who is taking the 
fifth, to present his arguments without being under oath, because 
his — some of the documentation by Ky Cobb — excuse me, by Ty 
Cobb, the entire statement for Mr. Huang was submitted. And it 
says, “I am” — in the second paragraph — “I am, however, grateful 
that you and the Ranking Minority Members have elected to pur- 
sue the unfortunate allegation that Mr. Huang was in Los Angeles, 
California.” 

So you have basically an agreement on the part of Mr. Huang’s 
attorney to represent his client with the minority on the other side 
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of the aisle in spite of the fact that Mr. Huang has taken the fifth. 
That’s a real stretch for me. 

I would like to say to you that I don’t know if you are telling the 
truth. I don’t know if you are mistaken. I don’t know if you are 
simply those two. I don’t know if you’re telling the truth or not tell- 
ing the truth, or you’re just simply mistaken. 

But the one thing I know, you’re the only person in this room 
right now, besides your translator, who is under oath. Your attor- 
ney isn’t under oath. Mr. Waxman isn’t under oath. I’m not under 
oath. So you have a lot more credibility to me at this point than 
people who have submitted documentation that was not sworn 
under oath, that were not affidavits. 

But, Mr. Chairman, if no one else does. I’m going to make a mo- 
tion for unanimous consent to put all the documentation that Mr. 
Waxman put in into the record at some point before we adjourn; 
and then I think we should analyze some of that documentation. 

But the one thing that troubles me the most 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman does not want to make that motion 
at this point? 

Mr. Shays. Not now, but I will, because I think it should be part 
of the record. And frankly it is. And I don’t know who’s right. 

I want it part of the record because I don’t want it around later 
on spread around this Capitol and maybe it wasn’t part of what he 
had submitted here. I want everything that he put in the record, 
because I think some of it is very weak. And some of it is very 
valid, and I want to know which is which. 

I want to focus in on the statement of Kenneth Ballen and Chris- 
topher Lu. They basically had a telephone conversation with your 
father; and according to their statement, their father — your father 
says he was not present at the meeting you said he was present 
at. 

Now, this is just a piece of paper. It’s no different than the piece 
of paper that Mr. Horn used. But, frankly, Mr. Horn’s paper is as 
valid as this paper. It’s not under oath. It’s not a sworn affidavit. 
So I would just like to know if you’ve seen this documentation or 
if your attorney has, and if you can speak to this? Because if you 
have an answer to this, I do think it needs to be put in the record. 

Mr. Carvin. Mr. Chairman, I know Mr. Wang has not seen the 
statement. I did have an opportunity to review it during the break. 
Mr. Wang’s father, James Wang, contacted me after he was con- 
tacted by the counsel for the minority and wanted to clarify his 
statements to them. 

Mr. Ballen and Mr. Lu represent, “James Wang told us that he 
was neither present at any meetings nor aware of any conversa- 
tions in which John Huang asked David Wang to make a campaign 
contribution.” 

Mr. Wang’s father, James Wang, after having this conversation 
with Mr. Ballen, sent me a letter. I have the handwritten original 
here in which he states: “I am David Wang’s father. I was present 
at the meeting with my son and John Huang and Mr. Pan on Au- 
gust 16, 1996. At that meeting, John Huang asked for a donation 
to the Presidential campaign.” And it’s signed “Jim Wang, 10/4/97.” 

So the substantive point is that I don’t know — I wasn’t present 
at the conversation, so I don’t know whether this triple hearsay 
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that the minority has introduced is accurate or not. I do have a 
handwritten statement from Mr. Wang directly refuting the sub- 
stance of it. 

My procedural point is that Mr. Ballen waxed very eloquently 
with me on the phone about how unfair it was for committee inves- 
tigators to contact recent immigrants with limited English pro- 
ficiency without counsel present because of the severe constitu- 
tional issues that raised and the potential for inaccuracies. 

After having that conversation, of course, Mr. Ballen and Mr. Lu, 
who I think both are attorneys, did contact James Wang, a recent 
immigrant with limited English proficiency, and engaged in pre- 
cisely the same behavior. They then faxed to Mr. Wang a state- 
ment which basically repeats what is in here. 

He did not want to sign that. Then he contacted me. And I have 
his letter. 

And if this material is going into the record, Mr. Chairman, and 
I’ll of course allow whatever objections to be made 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays has the time. If he chooses to ask that 
be submitted for the record, it shall be. 

Mr. Shays. I would ask that be submitted for the record, but it 
doesn’t address 

Mr. Waxman. I would object. 

Mr. Shays. Let me say this: I would postpone that because I 
think we should all have it on, Mr. Waxman, because I think we 
can have a very interesting dialog about the documents you want 
to submit. 

But let me just conclude by saying, the part that troubles me is 
the paragraph, which isn’t addressed there. It says James Wang 
also added that he was in Europe from July 23d, 1996 until August 
7th, 1996, and I request he fax us two pages from his passport 
which attest to this fact. And that does note the address. 

Mr. Garvin. If I may, we can confirm he was, indeed, out of the 
country until August 7, 1996, but all agree that the relevant meet- 
ing was August 16th, some 9 days thereafter. 

Mr. Shays. So that last paragraph is irrelevant. 

Mr. Carvin. It’s puzzling. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Who seeks time 
on the minority side? 

Mr. Eattah. 

Mr. Eattah. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Waxman. Mr. Eattah, will you just yield to me on this very 
point? 

Mr. Eattah. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. Our investigators were doing what they should be 
doing, trying to find out the accurate information. And they re- 
ceived information from Mr. Wang’s father, a statement that he’s 
now changed. But I do want to also indicate to the counsel that Mr. 
Wang, Sr. was talked to in Chinese as well as English, so there 
was no language difficulty in his understanding what our inves- 
tigators were 

Mr. Eattah. Reclaiming my time. 

Mr. Waxman. Thank you. 

Mr. Eattah. I just want to make a couple of statements. One 
is — and questions. One is that, as I understand it, your client did 
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take the fifth amendment prior to receiving immunity; is that cor- 
rect, counselor? 

Mr. Garvin. Well on 4 

Mr. Fattah. Just a yes or no. Did he take the fifth? 

Mr. Garvin. No. If you want to hear the answer 

Mr. Fattah. OK. He refused to testify unless he got immunity. 

Mr. Garvin. He talked to congressional investigators 

Mr. Fattah. And that was very reasonable for him to do. 

Mr. Garvin. If you don’t want an answer, then I’ll 

Mr. Fattah. Let me say a couple of things. Your client, unfortu- 
nately, I think is just in the middle of a big political drama playing 
out. He’s an unfortunate player in it. Because conduit payments 
are not — this is not a unique circumstance when we talk about 
campaign irregularities. In fact, conduit payments are one of the 
more common features of campaign irregularities. 

In today’s news, we see a company from my own home State 
that’s paid an $8 million fine because she participated in a scheme 
to put tens of thousands of dollars into the Dole campaign. Another 
gentleman paid a similar multimillion-dollar fine, Mr. Fireman, for 
again running money through a Hong Kong bank into the Dole 
campaign. And conduit payments, as we’ve shown on some of the 
documents that we’ve given out, the FDG is investigating in nu- 
merous instances. 

The issue really, the reason why it rises to a point of a congres- 
sional investigation, is not the persons who participated in the con- 
duit, but really what the source of the money is. Because the rea- 
son why this committee is sitting is because there was some belief 
that a foreign government was attempting to influence an Amer- 
ican election. And what I would like to know is whether your client 
has any information that you’re aware of that he could share with 
this committee on the reason why we really spent our day here and 
why your client has had to go through this unfortunate set of cir- 
cumstances. Whether he has any knowledge that the gentleman 
that visited him, whether that was John Huang or not, represented 
any foreign government or had any — any reason to believe that 
they were agents of a foreign government. 

Mr. Garvin. I’ll allow him to answer, but the short answer is 
that he doesn’t know of the source of these funds or where they 
came from. And I don’t think he can bear any light on that ques- 
tion. 

Mr. Fattah. And I appreciate your answer. Because what we 
have here is we have a circumstance in which, just like the people 
who testified before your client, they were participants in a conduit 
scheme. And, again, there is ample evidence on the record that the 
Dole campaign and the Glinton campaign were victimized by con- 
tributions that were made to those campaigns. 

And the U.S. attorney spoke in the matter that is publicized 
today and made it very clear that none of the campaigns involved 
had any knowledge that the checks that they were receiving — the 
Democratic National Gommittee received over 2.7 million indi- 
vidual checks; 130 or so of those checks, like the ones that were 
offered by your client, have come under significant questioning. But 
they represent a very small percentage of the old ball checks that 
were received. And there’s no information that President Glinton or 
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high officials in our Government knew that these checks were, as 
they were, inappropriate. But that’s why conduit schemes take 
place, is they are an effort to hide the source. 

This committee wants to find out the source of those dollars. And 
I know that, even though there is a lot of partisan back and forth, 
there would be a lot of bipartisan support if we could get even close 
to the point of finding that a foreign government was actually try- 
ing to influence an American election. 

But as it appears, your client really has no information to share 
with us or that he’s just one more of many, many Americans who 
in their efforts to either do someone a favor or whatever the case 
may be have written checks to campaigns that really were not of 
their own inspiration or dollars that they generated themselves. 

And I want to thank you for your appearance. And, again, I 
think that some of what has taken place today has been unfortu- 
nate. But I do think that the committee hopefully eventually will 
get to the point of what it was that the chairman originally brought 
us together for, which was his impassioned plea that we have a 
real investigation to make sure that we didn’t have foreign influ- 
ence in an American election. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 
Mr. Barr is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. The gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania might want to contact the Vice President. I think we have 
a new defense here that the Vice President hasn’t thought of, the 
small percentage defense. 

It reminds me, Mr. Chairman, of a case that I prosecuted when 
I was U.S. Attorney. We had an individual who appeared before a 
grand jury. And he was asked a number of questions. After he was 
indicted, he counted up the number of questions that he was asked 
by the grand jury. And then he took out, identified the relatively 
small percentage of those on which he had lied. 

Now, he was convicted of lying before the grand jury, but his 
point to the jury, if not — and the news media, if I recall, was that 
he told the truth 98 percent of the time. And that would be an A 
in anybody’s book, and he should not be prosecuted because of the 
small percentage of questions in which he lied. 

I really would hesitate to believe that the gentleman from Penn- 
sylvania truly believes that, as long as individuals or people com- 
mit a small percentage of crimes, that it’s OK. 

Mr. Fattah. Would the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Barr. No, sir. We really have very little time. 

Mr. Fattah. Well, since you have mentioned me I just think the 
gentleman has the courtesy 

Mr. Barr. That doesn’t give you — I’m sure somebody on your side 
will yield you some time. 

Mr. Fattah. Small percentage is a little bit different than the de- 
fense of small-mindedness. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman from Georgia has the time. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Fattah. Committee protocol, Mr. Chairman, I think is when 
you mentioned that 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman from Georgia has the time. 
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Mr. Barr. The gentleman from Pennsylvania also says that he 
hopes at some point that we’ll have a real investigation. We would 
hope that people on his side would, indeed, get serious and conduct 
a real investigation, not bring before us unsworn statements, let- 
ters, and so forth by people who do not have the backbone to come 
before this committee and testify under oath, as Mr. Wang has 
done. 

So I share the gentleman’s concern that there is no real inves- 
tigation on the other side. And at such time as he and his col- 
leagues get serious about this and help us get at the truth by 
bringing witnesses in and placing them under oath, as Mr. Wang 
has done, I will be the first to commend them on the other side for 
finally getting serious and conducting a real investigation. 

Mr. Wang, you have been granted immunity to appear here 
today; is that correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And you understand, of course, that, as part of 
that immunity, you cannot be prosecuted for the subject matters 
about which we’re talking. Do you understand that? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. You do understand that it is now — you under- 
stand that it is against U.S. law for persons to make contributions, 
political contributions in the name of another person. Do you un- 
derstand that to be a violation of law? 

Mr. Wang. Yeah. Today, I do. 

Mr. Barr. Let me — thank you. We’ve talked about a number of 
things today and then we’ve gone off on not a small number of tan- 
gents. Let me sort of summarize and bring us back down to the 
focus of where we started when the chairman of this committee 
laid forth this morning the mission today. 

Mr. Pan accompanied Mr. John Huang, then an official, an exec- 
utive with the DNC, to your car dealership on August 16th last 
year; is that correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. At that time, and at that location, did John 
Huang solicit from you a $5,000 contribution to be paid to the 
DNC? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. And did he also at that time and place solicit from you 
a second $5,000 contribution from Mr. Daniel Wu? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. And you wrote that check on behalf of Mr. Wu pursu- 
ant to the power of attorney. 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And is it also true that later that same day, Au- 
gust 16, 1996, and again later, Mr. Antonio Pan delivered enve- 
lopes of cash to you totaling $10,000? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. And was the purpose of this $10,000 cash delivered in 
envelopes to you for the purpose of reimbursing you for the two 
$5,000 checks to the DNC? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. And during those transactions with Mr. Pan, did he 
admonish you not to tell anybody about what was going on? 
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Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. And did he also at that time admonish you not to 
place all of the money in the bank at the same time? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. But to split it up so that certain reporting require- 
ments that the banks are required to maintain would not be trig- 
gered? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. 

Mr. Chairman, I don’t know of a clearer case of money laun- 
dering and conspiracy to violate the election laws of this country 
could be made. And I commend the chairman for the work of the 
committee and the committee investigators for uncovering what the 
Department of Justice apparently is either unable or unwilling to 
uncover. And also to state for the record that Mr. Wang, if I’m not 
mistaken, testified before a grand jury and was not even afforded 
the opportunity to have a translator present. 

Is that correct, Mr. Wang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. We currently have a vote on the floor. We’ll recess 
until the vote is concluded. Please come back as quickly as possible 
so we can get this hearing concluded today. 

[Recess.] 

Mr. Burton. The committee will reconvene. Mr. Barrett is recog- 
nized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. Barrett. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. I know the hour is late, 
and I just have a couple of comments and a few quick questions. 

First, I want to — and I am sorry my good colleague from Georgia, 
Mr. Barr, is not here, because he was basically stating that these 
documents that have been submitted in support of the assertion 
that Mr. Huang was not in Los Angeles on August 16th, that the 
witnesses somehow lacked the nerve to come before this committee, 
that if they felt so strongly they would have come before this com- 
mittee to make these assertions. Of course the reality is they were 
not asked to come before this committee. This is a pretty exclusive 
club, and it is by invitation only. And I would not be surprised if 
some of the people would be willing to come here to state that. 

So I don’t think we should paint a picture as though they are 
somehow hiding behind their fear to present what is basically docu- 
mentary evidence as to what they believe happened or what they 
assert happened. So I just want to make sure that the record re- 
flects that. 

I also want to followup on a couple of questions that my good col- 
league, Mr. Condit from California, asked Mr. Wang, if I could. 

It is my understanding that the committee is paying for your air- 
fare here; is that correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barrett. Yes. And I also assume that they are paying for 
your lodging here as well, your hotel bill. 

Mr. Wang. Yes. And also the Justice Department. 

Mr. Barrett. The Justice Department. 

Mr. Wang. Yeah. 
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Mr. Barrett. Your legal fees, are you paying for your legal fees, 
or are you receiving services for free? May I ask you, who is paying 
for your legal services? Is the committee reimbursing you for your 
legal services? 

Mr. Wang. I pay by my own. 

Mr. Barrett. Paid by your own. So can you tell us how much 
you have incurred in terms of legal services? 

Mr. Wang. So far about — about 10 something. 

Mr. Barrett. Ten something. 

Mr. Wang. Yeah, $10,000. 

Mr. Barrett. That’s sort of a big range. $10 — $10,000. 

Mr. Wang [through Interpreter.] Ten thousand something. 

Mr. Barrett. Ten thousand. So your legal fees, you will be re- 
sponsible. Those are not being provided for you by someone for free; 
is that correct? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Barrett. Yes. Counselor, I don’t mean — I assume you are 
not providing his services pro bono, or you are not receiving reim- 
bursement from a third-party; is that correct, counselor? Coun- 
selor? 

Mr. Carvin. Yes. 

Mr. Barrett. So you are not receiving. Just so — I have two ques- 
tions. You are not providing these services pro bono, correct? 

Mr. Carvin. No. 

Mr. Barrett. And you are not receiving compensation from some 
other party to provide his services; is that correct, counselor? 

Mr. Carvin. Yes. 

Mr. Barrett. Yes. OK. Thank you. 

I also think, Mr. Chairman, the record needs to be corrected. Mr. 
Cox has stated it is impossible to reconcile everyone’s theory about 
what is going on here. Mr. Cox suggests that it is possible for John 
Huang to have flown from New York to Los Angeles the morning 
of August 16th and returned to New York on the same day. 

What Mr. Cox has ignored is exhibits 10 and 11, which are state- 
ments from Bonnie Wong and Yungman Lee. These people were 
with John Huang in New York until 11 p.m., on Thursday night. 
Mr. Cox also ignores exhibit 24, the statement from Tak Luk 
Cheng. In this statement, Mr. Cheng states that he had lunch with 
John Huang in New York, Chinatown, at 2 p.m., on August 16th. 
Cheng even names the restaurant that they ate at. We also have 
exhibit 13, which is a statement from Ethel Chen, who met with 
John Huang on August 16th. 

As Mr. Cox can well attest, it is physically impossible to fly from 
New York to Los Angeles at about midnight on Thursday night and 
return in time, at 2 p.m., in Manhattan the next day. 

This committee has subpoenaed every record under the sun relat- 
ing to John Huang. In addition to statements from eight witnesses, 
we have hotel and plane receipts placing John Huang in New York. 

Finally, Mr. Chairman, as far as the admissibility of the minority 
statement, and I hope that it is admitted in the evidence, I think 
that there has been a good give-and-take between minority and 
majority Members as to the weight of that evidence, but certainly 
not to its admissibility. 
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I would like to yield to Mr. Kanjorski if he has any questions. 
I am sorry. I didn’t see you were there. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Thank you, Mr. Barrett. 

Mr. Wang, I just want to make sure that we pin down this time 
that you saw John Huang. As I recall from testimony when I asked 
you last that it was in your opinion that it was definitely during 
hanking hours in California that you met with Mr. John Huang? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. OK. And banking hours in California, would 
they be 9 to 4? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Yes. 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Kanjorski. And, further, as you heard Mr. Barrett, we have 
a sworn statement from an individual that says at 2 o’clock on Au- 
gust 16th, in New York, they were having lunch with Mr. John 
Huang. And if I am correct, that would be 11 o’clock Pacific time. 
So that we have direct contradiction between yourself and the 
sworn statements of these other individuals placed 

Mr. Shadegg. Point of parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state his parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Shadegg. Is it permissible to repeatedly refer to a document 
that does not on its face claim to be sworn as a sworn document? 

Mr. Burton. Do you want to refer to that as a sworn document? 

Mr. Kanjorski. We have a statement that can be sworn. 

Mr. Shadegg. I have got it right here. 

Mr. Burton. Is it a sworn document? 

Mr. Kanjorski. I am not familiar. 

Mr. Shadegg. What I am holding here, it is not sworn. 

Mr. Burton. Just 1 second. 

Mr. Shadegg. It doesn’t claim to be sworn. 

Mr. Burton. As far as the Chairs knows, it is not a sworn docu- 
ment. So if you will refer to it as a document. 

Mr. Kanjorski. Well, we have one sworn statement that — of that 
date that is sworn to, and the other statement is an unsworn state- 
ment. But 

Mr. Shadegg. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Kanjorski [continuing]. It is unimportant whether they are 
sworn to or unsworn. 

Mr. Shadegg. If we are going to argue this point, he said the 
statement of Mr. Cheng about lunch was a sworn statement. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I did not mention Mr. Cheng. 

Mr. Shadegg. The only copy that the minority has given us is 
this copy, and it is not sworn. 

Mr. KiWJORSKi. Well, now, are you talking about Ethel Chen? 

Mr. Shadegg. You referred to the luncheon that he had at ap- 
proximately 2 o’clock on Friday, August 16. That is in the state- 
ment of Tak Luk Cheng, C-H-E-N-G. I do not know the pronuncia- 
tion. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I will make the point 

Mr. Shadegg. The copy we have does not say 

Mr. Kanjorski. Let’s not argue on my time. Are we on my time, 
Mr. Chairman? 
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Mr. Burton. Well, your time has expired, but I am going to give 
you a little latitude to get this clarified. 

Mr. Kanjorski. That would not — now, Mr. Chairman, I would re- 
sist that from the standpoint this is a parliamentary inquiry. And 
from the point of the parliamentary inquiry, my time should sur- 
vive. 

Mr. Burton. Your time had expired at that point anyhow, but 
go ahead. 

Mr. Kanjorski. OK. 

To respond, a statement made to a congressional investigator is 
taken with the full knowledge of the respondent that it is the 
equivalent of being under oath and subject to perjury and all other 
material. 

So that if that statement made by the individuals said they had 
lunch with Mr. John Huang is incorrect, they would subject them- 
selves to perjury. There isn’t any question about that. Now, tech- 
nically, whether we have an affidavit on it really doesn’t matter, 
because the criminal law would apply one way or the other. 

Now, what I want to know from you, Mr. Wang, so the record 
is very clear, you are stating that, clearly, you, during banking 
hours, were in California and met with Mr. John Huang, and these 
other two statements say that Mr. John Huang at that precise time 
of 11 o’clock Pacific time, within a 2 -hour frame when you were 
supposed to meet with him at your place of business, that, in fact, 
they say he was in New York. You say you identified the photo- 
graph, and he was in California; is that correct? 

Mr. Carvin. Are you asking the witness whether or not he knows 
the contents of the other statements, because I don’t believe he 
does. Or are you 

Mr. Kanjorski. I can’t hear you. Would you speak up? 

Mr. Carvin. I am sorry. The question referred to some other doc- 
uments that I don’t believe the witness has seen. Was that the in- 
tent of your question? 

Mr. Kanjorski. No. The intent is — we got off it. We have two 
statements taken by congressional investigators. One states that 
they were having lunch with Mr. John Huang at 2 o’clock Eastern 
standard time in New York, which would be equivalent 11 o’clock 
Pacific time on August 16th. 

The other statement is that they worked with Mr. John Huang 
during the day in — of August 16th in New York and were aware 
of his presence there. And now that seems to me that we are talk- 
ing about it would take 6 to 7 hours to fly one way or the other 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kanjorski [continuing]. And that we have excluded that 
possibility 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, parliamentary inquiry. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman will state 

Mr. Barr. Do we have rules to pertain to Members continually 
and deliberately misstating evidence? 

Mr. Burton. If it is proven 

Mr. Barr. There were no congressional investigators that have 
done what this, what the gentleman is saying. He is talking about 
other people who are not congressional investigators who claim to 
have been in one restaurant or another at a particular period of 
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time. And I am inquiring as to whether we have any rules to dis- 
cipline Members or address Members deliberately and repeatedly 
mischaracterizing evidence? 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Chairman, if I may respond? 

Mr. Burton. Well 

Mr. Kanjorski. These statements were taken 

Mr. Burton. I have given the gentleman a great deal of exten- 
sion on his time. If he wants to respond, make it quickly and we 
will get on to the next one. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I will respond now to finish my examination. Mr. 
Barr seems it fit, every time we get on a course of conduct of exam- 
ination here, that he is going to interpose some thought of his. I 
wish he would hold back. He has all the time in the world to take 
time from his side. 

Mr. Burton. Your time has expired. Do you want to respond or 
not? 

Mr. Kanjorski. No, I would like to finish my question. 

Mr. Burton. Well, your time has expired. Mr. Shadegg. 

Mr. Shadegg. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. There has been a great 
deal made today of the evidence as stated in the minority’s staff 
report dated today, which, and there were — establishes that the 
meeting with Mr. Wang — that Mr. Wang testified about could not 
have occurred, could not have occurred. 

I simply want to walk through that so-called evidence. The first 
document is a DNC document that says Mr. Huang was reim- 
bursed $30 a day for a time period that includes this. It is beyond 
me how that proves that he was physically in New York. 

The second document is a hotel bill for a hotel which does estab- 
lish that he paid for a hotel. That does not establish that he was 
physically present. 

He — the next document is a statement from Mr. Huang’s Amer- 
ican Express card, which shows that he paid for a hotel room and 
it is kind of an interesting document because it shows he paid 
$8.73 for 10 — I am sorry, for 9 nights. That’s a good rate. I would 
like to get that at a hotel in New York that Mr. Wang would stay 
at. 

The next is a document — Huang. Excuse me. The next is a 
Democratic National Committee travel request form. What that es- 
tablishes is beyond me, but how it establishes Mr. Huang’s physical 
presence in New York is also beyond me. 

We next have a Worldwide Travel itinerary, which shows that 
Mr. Huang flew from Washington to New York and back during 
this period of time. I still don’t get how that shows he was phys- 
ically present in New York on the 16th, 1 day that fell in between 
there. 

I have this funny notion that I could fly to New York today and 
8 days later I could fly to Phoenix and I could fly back to New York 
and still fly from Washington — from New York back down to Wash- 
ington. What this proves, I don’t know. 

We then have the bill for that, and actually we have had a great 
deal of righteous indignation about how this proves beyond a shad- 
ow of a doubt that the gentleman who is our witness is, in fact, a 
perjurer is what has been presented here today. This is a bill that 
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says the ticket I just talked about was paid for. I am glad it was 
paid for. The DNC paid for it. 

This is a newspaper article that says Mr. Huang flew to New 
York sometime in a 2-week time period. I am glad we have a news- 
paper article that says that. It sure doesn’t prove he was physically 
there on the 16th. 

This is a series of newspaper articles, Chinese newspaper arti- 
cles, which actually prove nothing beyond the fact that Mr. Huang 
had his picture taken in New York sometime prior to the 16th. As 
a matter of fact, they were all — three of the four of them or four 
of the four of them were published on the 16th. Now, I know the 
newspaper business is good, but it is tough to take a picture today 
and print it in the newspaper today. 

So these four proved that the picture was taken sometime before 
the 16th. They sure don’t prove where he was on the 16th. 

This one was published on the 19th, which proves it was taken 
sometime before the 19th, but it sure doesn’t prove where he was 
on the 16th. By the way, none of these have captions that say, pic- 
ture taken on the 16th. 

This is a lovely one. This is a self-serving letter from Mr. 
Huang’s attorney at Hogan & Hartson, who is righteously indig- 
nant that his client is being accused of improper conduct and who 
says that while he has other evidence, exculpatory evidence, he 
says, and I quote, “I am not free to add that information to the ex- 
isting and overwhelming proof that John Huang was in New York.” 

Well, I wish he were free. He is, in point, in fact free. He could 
come here tomorrow. 

Then we get to the sworn affidavits. The sworn affidavits are 
kind of interesting. We have three of them — imagine, we are told 
at the beginning of this hearing that there were four sworn affida- 
vits that establish he was in New York on the 16th. 

Well, the first three of those, Mr. — Bonnie Gail Wong says, no, 
he was in New York on the 15th and she spoke to him on the 16th. 
She doesn’t even claim to have spoken to him in New York. She 
says, I spoke to him. I am glad she did, but she didn’t even claim 
that he was there on the 16th. 

The next one is Yungman Lee’s. He says that Mr. Huang was 
there on the 15th also. I am glad he was there on the 15th. Here 
is another one. He was there on the 15th. 

Then we have kind of a fun one. We have a statement from a 
lawyer that says he has talked to a person who said Huang — who 
says she recalls Huang was there. 

You know, this is hearsay on hearsay on hearsay, but the wit- 
ness who said that is in Honolulu and headed for East Asia. That’s 
kind of interesting. 

We then have a sworn affidavit from an official at the DNC who 
says, in paragraph 5, this is exhibit 15-2, while I cannot tell when 
Mr. Huang actually received each check from the contributors, he 
goes on to say, it would appear that he was in New York City 
throughout this period. So we are impeaching a witness on what 
somebody else says it would appear. That’s a pretty far stretch. 

Now, we get down to what might be established in all of this. In 
the law in the United States, it is nice to have a witness to cross- 
examine. There are a couple — there is at least one affidavit here 
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I would like to put up at the table, Mr. Chairman, to cross-exam- 
ine. We first have an affidavit from Erica Payne. 

We had a great deal of discussion — we had an actual representa- 
tion of this affidavit to the committee early in this hearing. It was 
specifically read to the committee. It was read to the committee 
and the quote begins, paragraph 6, I hope people will look at it, it 
said — it was held up. I have a sworn affidavit that says, quote, 
“John Huang was continuously physically present in New York 
City conducting fund-raising for at least 5 days prior to the August 
18th celebration.” 

Well, I had some problem with that quote because it is qualified 
by the phrase, “to the best of my recollection.” It, by the way, is 
not notarized. 

We then have the statement that we were just discussing, the 
statement of Tak Luk Cheng. The statement of Tak Luk Cheng 
does not have — I don’t know what the rules of the House are, but 
in the real life world, I doubt if Mr. Cheng was warned, you are 
under perjury, because all he says is, “I recall that I had this 
lunch.” He doesn’t even purport to swear to it, and it has no notary 
and it doesn’t even say, I swear. He wasn’t even asked to swear 
from the surface of this document. 

And now, to give credit where credit is due, we have in this great 
grand pile of documents that prove beyond a shadow of a doubt 
that we are listening to a witness who is a perjurer, one, count it, 
one affidavit that purports to say he was in New York on the 16th, 
and it is sworn to by penalty of perjury. 

I happen to live in Phoenix, AZ. I know there is a 3-hour time 
difference from New York to Phoenix, AZ; a 3-hour time difference 
from New York to California. I can easily and have on many occa- 
sions gotten on a plane in Washington, DC, at 6 a.m., and been in 
Phoenix, AZ, at about 9:30 a.m., spent the entire day there and 
flown back that night. Quite frankly, I think Mr. Huang could have 
been in the hotel that night. 

We have made a lot out of very little. I yield back my time. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. 

I would like to at this point ask unanimous consent that all the 
documents referred to us today, and other pertinent supplementary 
material, be included in the record. And in addition to that but in- 
cluded in that number, I would like to submit for the record the 
pictures referred to by Mr. Kanjorski, of Mr. Trie and Mr. Huang, 
of which the witness clearly identified Mr. Huang. 

And I would like to also have the counsel give me the hand- 
written note from Mr. Wang’s father that we can also add as an 
exhibit, along with all the others. 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Shays reserves the right to object. Would you 
hand me that handwritten note? 

Mr. Shays. Mr. Chairman 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman, I would reserve the right to object. 

Mr. Burton. OK. 

Mr. Shays. I just want to know if it will include the letter that 
was written by 

Mr. Carvin. It will 
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Mr. Shays. Excuse me. I just want to know if it will include the 
letter that was written by Jim Wang or James Wang, the father 
of David Wang? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, that’s included. 

Mr. Shays. Also, I want to know if it will include the statement 
of James Wang, that he never signed, that was submitted by Ken- 
neth Ballen and Christopher Lu, a statement of James Wang that 
said, “I am David Wang’s father. I was not present at any meeting 
in August 1996 in which John Huang asked my son David to make 
a financial contribution for a fund-raiser for President Clinton,” 
which James Wang refused to sign. 

Is that going to also be included? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, and also the statement of Ken Ballen and 
Christopher P. Lu will also be included. 

Mr. Shays. OK. Then I withdraw my reservation. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman from Georgia is next reserving his 
right to object. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. Mr. Chairman, reserving my right to ob- 
ject, if I might inquire of the chairman if the chairman’s unani- 
mous consent request will include the documentation entitled, 
quote. Evidence that John Huang was in New York City on October 
15th, 16th, 17th and 18th, closed quote, that the gentleman from 
Arizona so eloquently demolished the credibility of just a few mo- 
ments ago? Is that — will that be included? 

Mr. Burton. Yes, that will be included as well. 

Mr. Barr. OK. And might I also inquire, of course, that the gen- 
tleman from Arizona’s eloquent demolition of those documents, in- 
cluding blowing through the pretense that this somehow proves 
anything at all, will be included in the record as well? 

Mr. Burton. It will. 

Mr. Barr. Thank you. I reserve — I remove my objection. 

Mr. Mica. I reserve an objection. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman from Elorida, Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the right to object pending 
a decision whether or not would be included in the record some of 
the background — a statement relating to some of the background of 
folks who have been contacted by the majority — I am sorry, the mi- 
nority to provide information about the discussions here today: 

Eran Wakem, a DNC employee who may be involved with accept- 
ing Jorge Cabrera’s drug money; Erica Payne, a DNC employee 
who may be involved with Johnny Chung’s donations and Vice 
President Gore’s phone calls from the White House; Ethel Chen, a 
democratic district leader at large who may have been involved 
with Mr. John Huang in the Woman’s Leadership Eorum, problems 
that are being looked at. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, they will be added to the list. 
Does anybody 

Mr. Kanjorski. Yes. 

Mr. Burton. Does the Chair hear an objection? 

Mr. Kanjorski. Mr. Chairman, reserving the right to object. 

Mr. Burton. Mr. Kanjorski. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I would like to have added to the list Section 
1001 of the Criminal Code, which sets forth that “whoever, in any 
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matter within the jurisdiction of the executive, legislative or judi- 
cial branch of the government of the United States knowingly and 
willfully makes or uses any false writing or document knowing the 
same to be” — I am sorry, the word is out — “materially false, ficti- 
tious or fraudulent statement or entry shall be fined and subject 
to a 5-year imprisonment.” 

Mr. Barr. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Kanjorski. I would like that section put in the record. 

Mr. Burton. I am not going to object to any part of the code 
being put in the record. 

The gentleman from Georgia. 

Mr. Barr. The chairman just echoed my sentiments. 

Mr. Kanjorski. What? I am sorry. 

Mr. Burton. We have no objection to any part of the code being 
put in the record. 

Does the Chair hear objection? If not, so ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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EVIDENCE THAT JOHN HUANG 
WAS IN NEW YORK CITY ON AUGUST 15, 16, 17, and 18 

Minority Staff Report 

Committee on Government Reform and Oversight 
October 9, 1 997 

David Wang testified under oath in a deposition on October 6, 1 997, that he met with 
John Huang in Los Angeies on August 16, 1996. According to Mr. Wang’s testimony, John 
Huang and another man, Amtonio Pan, asked Mr. Wang for a $5,000 contribution to the DNC and 
promised to reimburse Mr. Wang for the contribution. Mr. Wang testified that he gave John 
Huang a check for $5,000 and later on August 16, 1996, received reimbursement from Mr. Pan. 
Excerpts from the relevant passages of the deposition are attached as Exhibit 1 . 

Evidence collected by the minority staff of the Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight since Mr. Wang’s testimony establishes that the meeting that Mr. Wang testified about 
could not have occurred because John Huang was in New York City — not Los Angeles — from 
at least August 15, 1996, through at least August 18, 1996, the day of the President’s 50th 
Birthday gala. [Exhibit 2] This evidence, which is summarized below, includes John Huang’s 
hotel receipts, eyewitness statements, and news reports. 

I. Hotel and other Expense Receipts 

According to the bill he submitted to the DNC for reimbursement, John Huang checked 
into the Sheraton New York Hotel and Towers in Manhattan on August 10, and checked out 
August 19. [Ex 5] Mr. Huang’s American Express statement for the months of August and 
September 1996 shows the same information. [Ex. 6] 

John Huang’s travel records also place him in New York City between August 10 and 19. 
Mr, Huang’s DNC travel request for the President’s 50th Birthday event included a receipt for 
plane tickets in his name from Washington National to LaGuardia on August 10 at 4 pm, and 
from LaGuardia to Washington National on August 19 at !2 noon. [Ex, 7] 

II. Eyewitness .Statements 

A number of eyewitnesses have provided statements and affidavits detailing their 
meetings, contacts, and interactions with John Huang during the week leading up to the 
President’s 50th Birthday Celebration at Radio City Music Hall. In particular, these witnesses 
place John Huang in New York City on each day from August 1 5 to 18. 

Several of these eyewitnesses, including Erica Payne, Bonnie Wong, Ethel Chen, and 
Fran Wakem, worked with John Huang on selling tickets to the President’s 50th Birthday gala 
fundraising event at Radio City Music Hall on August 18, 1996. According to the New York 
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limes, “Huang went to New York about a week or two before the event at the request of Marvin 
Rosen, then the Democrats’ finance chairman.” [Ex. 8, at p. 4] Erica Payne, who “coordinated 
and supervised al! DNC staff fundraisers in New York working on the celebration, including 
John Huang,” states that John Huang “was continuously physically present in New York City 
conducting fundraising for at least five days prior to the August 1 8 celebration” and that she 
“worked with and saw him each day during that period.” [Ex. 9] 

A August 15 

Bonnie Wong states that she “spent a large part of the day and evening of August 15, 

1996 with Mr. Huang in New York City.” The afternoon of the 15th, John Huang met with 
members of Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association in Chinatown. In her statement, 
Bonnie Wong recounts that she attended the meeting and saw John Huang there. Ms. Wong 
recalls that a photographer took pictures al the meeting, and that two newspapers ran the 
photographs on August 16. [Ex. 10] Yungman Lee was also present and saw Mr. Huang at the 
event. [Ex. 1 1 ] 

After the meeting of the Benevolent Association, Bonnie Wong and John Huang attended 
an event sponsored by the DNC at the law firm of Skadden Arps in Manhattan. The event 
consisted of a pre-reception meeting with Don Fowler, followed by a reception that began at 7 
pm, and ended between 8:30 and 9 pm. Ms. Wong recalls that “Mr. Huang and Mr. Fowler both 
spoke at this reception.” [Ex. 10] In her statement, Linda SooHoo, an attorney at Skadden Arps 
who helped plan the event, stales that “John Huang attended the entire event.” Ms. SooHoo 
recalls “having a brief conversation with Mr. Huang at the end of the reception,” [Ex. 12] The 
event was also attended by Yungman Lee, who recalls seeing Mr. Huang there. [Ex. 11] 

After the reception, a group including Bonnie Wong, John Huang and his wife Jane, 
Yungman Lee, and Bill Chong went to dinner at the nearby Chiam Chinese Restaurant. The 
group left the restaurant together at about 1 1 pm. [Exs. 10, 1 1. 12] Mr. Lee paid for the dinner 
with his American Express card, and has provided a copy of the receipt, [Ex. 1 1 , at p, 2] 

B. August 16 

Tak Luk Cheng, an acquaintance of John Huang who lives in New York City, states that 
he had lunch with John Huang at the Jing Fung restaurant on Elizabeth Street at approximately 2 
pm on Friday, August 16. [Ex. 24] 

Ethel Chen, an Asian-American leader in Queens, states that she personally delivered 
checks, “mostly from members of the business community in Queens,” to John Huang at the 
DNC offices in midtown Manhattan on two occasions prior to the President’s 50th Birthday gala. 
She specifically recalls that “[o]ne of those meetings took place on the Friday before the event, 
August 16,” Her statement is supported by an entry on her calendar for that day. [Ex. 13] 
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Fran Wakem, a senior DNC fundraiser who worked with John Huang to raise money in 
connection with the President’s 50th Birthday gala, “specifically recalls that John Huang was in 
New York on the Friday . . . before the August 1996 gala.” [Ex. 14] 

John Huang was also spotted eating lunch in Chinatown on August 16. In her statement, 
Bonnie Wong recalls that “Yvonne Louie, a friend, told me that she saw Mr. Huang eating lunch 
at a restaurant in Chinatown, New York City on August 16.” Ms. Wong also recalls speaking 
with John Huang at the DNC offices in New York City on August 16. [Ex. 10] 

C. August 17 

Bonnie Wong recalls speaking with John Huang at the DNC offices in New York on 
August 17. [Ex. 10] 

Ethel Chen and Fran Wakem state that they saw John Huang at the Radio City Music 
Hall event. [Exs. 13, 14] 

III. Newspaper Phntngraph.s 

The August 1 6 editions of three Chinese language newspapers in New York City include 
reports on John Huang’s activities on August 15, two with accompanying photographs. The 
China Press {Qiao Bau) carried an article about John Huang’s meeting with the Chinese 
American Chamber of Commerce and Chinese American Bankers Association. The caption for 
the accompanying photograph of Mr. Huang addressing the group states that the meeting 
occurred on August 15. [Ex. 17] A similar article in the Singdao Daily E'rBao) 

included a photograph of Mr. Huang speaking before the group. [Ex. 20] The World Journal 
{Shi Jia Er Bao) carried two articles: one about the Skadden Arps reception with Don Fowler on 
August 15, noting that Mr. Huang spoke at the event; and another about Mr. Huang’s speech 
before the Chinese American Bankers Association. [Exs. 18, 19] 

The Chinese language press also ran a photograph of Mr. Huang in New York City on 
August 1 8, the day of the gala. The August 19 edition of the China Press {Qiao Bao) ran a story 
stating that on August 18, Mr. Huang had accepted a painting given by the Wen-Zhou 
Association in honor of President Clinton’s 50th birthday celebration in Manhattan. The story is 
accompanied by a photograph of Mr. Huang with members of the Association. [Ex. 16] 

IV. Letter from John Huang’s Cnunsei 

In a letter received October 9, 1997, John Huang’s attorney Ty Cobb also states that John 
Huang was in New York from August 10 through August 19. [Ex. 21] This letter details a range 
of other evidence already within the possession of the Committee, or easily available for 
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verification. For example, Mr. Cobb states that Jackie Chan was also present in the restaurant at 
which Mr, Huang dined on August 15, 1996. Mr. Cobb also states that “[t]he following two 
days, August 1 6 and 1 7, Mr. Huang worked at the DNC site and had business meetings in 
Chinatown, including a business lunch at Kam Fong Restaurant, also known as ling Fung, on 
Elizabeth Street.” Consistent with phone records obtained by the Committee [Ex. 22], Mr. Cobb 
also notes that ‘'on the morning of the 17th of August one of Mr. and Mrs. Huang’s children 
attempted to reach his parents by calling the DNC number in New York City from their home in 
Glendale, California.” [Ex. 21] 

V, Other False Statements by David Wang 

David Wang’s false testimony. about meeting with John Huang is not the only instance of 
false information provided by Mr. Wang to this Committee. 

When Mr. Wang was first interviewed by this Committee’s investigators in August of 
this year, he made several statements that were later contradicted by his deposition testimony. 

The investigators’ Memorandum of Interview is attached as Exhibit 23. 

1 , During Mr, Wang’s first interview with Committee investigators, which lasted one 
hour, Mr. Wang did not say anything about being reimbursed for his contribution. He stated that 
the contribution was made with his money. [Ex. 23. at ^ 4] Only when the investigators returned 
a second time did Mr. Wang change his story to include a reimbursement. [Ex. 23, at ^ 6] 

2, Mr. Wang told the investigators that his brother in law, John Liu, was present at an 
August 16 meeting with John Huang and Antonio Pan. [Ex. 23, at ^ 6] At his deposition, Mr, 
Wang stated that it was his father, James Wang, not his brother-in-law who was at the meeting. 

{From Wang Depoxilion. Page 67) 

Q: Was your father present when you met with John Huang and Antonio Pan on 

August /(5, 1996? 

A: Yes. 

(From Wang Deposition. Pages 91-92) 

Q: Were you surprised when John Huang asked to meet with you on A ugust 16? 

A : Yes. A Jit lie surprised and happy. 

Q: Who did he meet with? You testified, I believe, your father, yourself Mr. Pan, 

and John Huang? 

A: Yes. 

3, In August, Mr, Wang told the Committee investigators that he knew little about the 
$5,000 contribution that Daniel Wu made to the DNC. [Ex. 23, at ^ 8] At his deposition, 
however, Mr. Wang admitted that he had power of attorney over Mr, Wu’s bank account and Mr. 
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Wang himself wrote the $5,000 check for Mr. Wu. 

(From Wang Deposition, Pages 70-71) 

0: Because you had this power of attorney [over Mr. Wu ’s account] . . . you were 
able to write out the $5,000 check and then put the money back into his account 
when you were reimbursed the same dc^? 

A : Yes. 

4. Mr. Wang told the Committee investigators in August that he was reimbursed on two 
different days [Ex. 23, at ^ 7] He told the investigators that he was given $6,000 on August 16, 
1996 and $4,000 on August 20, 1996. At his deposition, however, Mr. Wang stated that he had 
received the entire $10,000 amount at one time. 

(From Wang Deposition, Pages 46-47) 

0: Mr. Pan came hack in the afternoon. 

A: Yes. 

0: How much money did he give you at that time. 

A : A total of 1 0, 000. 

* * * 

0: . ■ . He came one time and gave you $10,000? 

A: Yes. 
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EXCERPTS FROM DAVID WANG’S DEPOSITION 
(October 6. 1997) 


Page 17 

Mr. Wa.vman. I take it that John Huang picked up the check to the DNC on August 16, 
1996. the same day you wrote the check: is that right? 

The Witnes.s. Yes. 

Mr, Waxman. The check is dated August 16. Did he pick it up that same day? 

The Witness. Yes. 

* * * 

Mr. Wa.xman. So he asked >'ou to write the check on that date, you wrote the check, and 
then he took the check? 

The Witness. Yes. 

Mr. Waxman. And that was on August 16. the day the check was written? 

The W'itness. Yes. 


Pages 20-2 1 


Mr. Waxman. 
asked you and 
The Witness. 
Mr. Wa.xman. 
The Witness. 
Mr. Wa.xman. 
The Witness. 
Mr. Waxman. 
The Witness. 


Let me see if I understand everj'thing. John Huang and Mr. Pan together 
\ our father for a contribution? 

Yes. in the morning. 

And then you wrote a check and they took it that morning, yes? 

Yes. 

That afternoon, the same day. Mr. Pan came in and gave you $10.0007 
Yes. 

Was that August 16, the same dav that vou wrote the check? 

Yes. 


Page 3 8 

Mr. Bennett . Directing your attention to August 16. 1996. as you indicated to 
Congressman W'axman earlier, there was a discussion about your writing a check and then 
being reimbursed for the mones't is that correct? 

J'he Witness . Yes. 
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Pages 43-44 

Mr. Bennett . To refresh your recollection, the $5,000 check was written on August 16. 
1996. correct? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Bennett , .^nd in response to questions from Congressman Waxman you indicated 
that you were told by Mr. Huang and Mr. Pan, one of the two said to you that you would 
be reimbursed? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Bennett . Is that correct? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Bennett . And the other who did not speak sat there while the other person who did 
speak told you that? 

The Witness . Yes. 


Page 49 

Mr. Bennet t, .^nd it would have either been Mr. Huang or Mr. Pan and you are not sure 
which one? 

The Witness . No. 1 am not sure. 

Mr. Bennett . But \\'hichever one said it. was the other then present when the first person 
spoke? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Ballen. Can 1 just clarify ? 

Mr. Bennett. Absolutely. Go right ahead. 

Mr. Ballen. And when did that occur, sir. 

The Witness. August 16. 

Mr. Ballen. That was the morning meeting at your office. 

The Witness. Yes. 


Page 67 

Mr. Bennett . Was your father present when you met w'ith John Huang and Antonio Pan 
on August 16. 1996? 

The Witness . Yes. 
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Page 88 

Mr. Bennett. Directing your attention, sir. to August 16. 1996. do you recall how long - 
\ ou testified. 1 believe, that > ou received a phone call from John Huang before he came to 
your place of business on August 16? 

The Witnes s. Yes. 

Mr. Bennett . How long before August 16? 

* ♦ * 

The Witness. 1 think not too long. 1 think within an hour. Within one hour of his phone 
call, he came to my office. 


Page 88-89 


Mr. Ballen . John Huang called you on August 16. then, the same day he came? 

The Witness . Yes. the same day. after the phone call and after, not over one hour, then 
he came here. 

Mr. Ballen . Came to where, sir? 

The Witnes s. To the olTice. 


Page 9 1 

Mr. Ballen, Were you surprised when John Huang asked to meet with vou on August 
16? - . s 

The Witness . Yes. A little surprised and happy. 

Mr. Ballen . He came within an hour of the phone call? 

The Witness . Yes. It was within an hour. 

Mr. Ballen- Who did he meet with? You testified. I believe, your father, yourself. Mr. 
Pan. and John Huang? 

The Witness . Yes. 
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Pages 83-85 

Mr. Rallen . First, did you understand the questions that were posed to you today by both 
Mr. Waxman. Mr. Bennett, and myself and your own counsel? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . If there was ever a point when you did not understand the questions, did 
\ ou consult with the translator who is sitting next to yourself? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . I think the record should reflect that, and I do not know whether the court 
reporter indicated it or not. evert' time you consulted with the translator, but I believe all 
counsel would agree with me that it was frequent throughout the deposition. Is that 
correct? You did frequently consult with him on questions and answers? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . So that you feel .vou had the opportunity to understand each question and 
each answer that you gave here today? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . And > ou had the opportunity throughout this deposition to consult with the 
translator sitting by your left? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . Have you understood the translator at all times? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . And y ou understand here that you are under oath today? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . I notice the translator actually translated that question for you. Does the 
translator speak the same dialect of Chinese that you speak? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . And you already stated that you understand your answers are under oath 
and that they must be truthful? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . And you have gi\en truthful answers here today, sir? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Rallen . And you have understood both the questions and the answers and the 
nature of the answers you have given? 

The Witness . Yes. 
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Page 97 

Mr. Bennett . Mr. Wang, when you were first- interv'iewed on August 16. and it was 
paragraph 4 that was read to you by Mr. Ballen. the first paragraph, you at first were not 
truthful with the agents and then were honest with them when they came back the second 
time; isn’t that correct? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Bennett . And the second time they came back for further inquiry, then you told 
them the truthful story? 

The Witness . Yes. 

Mr. Bennett. Thank you. 

Mr. Ballen . I just have one follow-up question. Today you're telling us the truthful 
slor>'; is that correct? 

The Witness . Yes. 
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You are cordially invited to attend 
the Nationwide Celebration 
of 

President Clinton’s 50th Birthday 

on 

Sunday, August 18, 1996 
at 6:00 pm 

via satellite from Radio City Music Hall in New York City 
and featuring live entertainment by 

Comedian Al Franken 

and 

Jazz Legend Betty Carter 

also appearances by Senior Clinton Administration Guests 
in Washington, D.C. 

The Kennedy- Warren Ballroom 
3133 Connecticut Avenue, N.W. 

Washington, D.C. 

Tickets: SIOO.OO per person 
$ 1 ,000 Steering Committee 

Inquiries and checks should be directed to -Hirthday Victory fund" 
c/o Kimberly Scott. Democratic National Committee 
499 South Capitol Street. S W . Washington. D.C. 2000? 

(202) 3M-2244 

The Kennedv-Warren Ballroom is a shoii walk tioni the Cleveland I'ark Metro Station. 
Parking is available on the street jikI at tlic National 2ioo. 
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ronrUionl uu iiniiutiOiiiOl lue leJcHi Bie4:lion tiiaii ci: jiU-eeit. 
iuijj ajij fwerii PaCj Your COrtmBuIiOor io the ?iflliiUv % iciaf\ fu 

ririiiors anJ IitmUlions oi me fokrol Declion Compoijcu AOt .Make- 


rH-eirihaev Victors- fund. »ioim iutsJr*j»in8 Comituliee 
ers vontrihutions ihei nieet the rn'tnritions end limiutions ol 
lit IVnhKrelK Netiouej wouittiiltti 'Ss'-*- Coninbuiions Ihit 

.•Ik \etioiiei KOiticiuttst 

. .'unt It lor use III tOriiiet iioii le-iiri iruerei elections end is 
!.• Inc -fiiriiitUs \ K'lOfs fuiiJ feJetei voeount “ Corjwreie end 
• ,iK'i. w.ili Slate eiiJ lfs»; ciuiiK'iis .Moke cneco posable to the 


Deitificratic Parts Hradouartrrs • 


a30 South Capitol Sirw. S.E- • Mashmeton, D.C. 20003 • 302.863.80l>l) • FAX: a02. 863. 81/4 
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Sheraton 

New York & Manhattan 
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DUPLICATE COPY 


Page 1 of 4 


Personal Card Statement of Account 

Oc«*9Dl» 

JOHN HUANG Septembers?. 1996 


g»*<ieii« coa t Cyg pMrmj>»iA:»«au i 

579.14j| -^^14] 


Siaeitiem includes eayments and crarges received Dy Seotemoer 27. t996. 
' tndicaies costing date 


WeitCeBCiMtytS 

TTIFtT] 


tfwrCiKBUtwnit 


1,152.71 


Weiewne to yot? 
Amersan Express 
statemem. Reasa took 
on the back of each 
paee for important 
ifltormaaon. TYie 
payinem coupon s at the 
beoom of this page. 


Terms - Payment due in full. Please pay by 10/13/96. 


For fast balance and payment infermation. call our automaied servsce Hne at 
i -800-292-2639 us^ a touch tone phone. Please have your account numb«^ ready. If you 
have a gues^on about your account, call 1-8G0-528-46Q0 <24 hours/7 days). 

Card Detail ~ ^ 


Please refer to page 4 
for impoftant intonnation 


Account 


Card Payments 

Sipt™b»r11.1996* ~ ~ " ^579^4 

PAYMENT RSCEIVEO - THANK YOU 

Total of Card Payments -579.14 


August 19. 1996 

SHIRATON NYTOtA^PS NEWYORK NY 
ArrivaS Date Departure Date No of 

08f10/» 08/19/96 9 

tODGtNQ 




August 28. 1996 

CREDIT CARD REGISTRY {800)227-2639 

1 VR MEMBERSHIP RENEWAL 

r|il««i|l NRPttCttS 


4 PwiM'SWSOIMPOlOrgMxatV* 04 

Payment Coupon 


Continued on rovorso 


JOHN HUANG 

2100 RIMCREST OR 

GLENDALE CA 91207-1057 


Please enter account 
numser on all checks 
ahd corresponaence. 
PayaOte m U.S. DcUan 
uoon receqS wkh a 
check drawn on a bank 
mthe U.S. or money 
Older. oroeessatM 
through the U S banleng 
system. 

Check here if address or 
telephone number has 
ranged. Note ots^gss 
on reverse ^e. 


Mail Paveenr to; AMERICAN EXPRESS TRS 

SUITE 0001 

CHICAGO IL 60679-0001 
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VOm REQLtSTED FARE: 

: WEEK ADVANCE/SATURDAY STAY. OR LOWEST 
AVAa.ABLE FARE 



Exiru cost to the DNC (your far* minus lowest available fare! Attack 
a memo with ezpiatuuion ifomattat is gnauf than 50.00.) 


HOTEL; (ASK FOR CORFORATE RATE) 
Nn. Ill' Days _____ 0 * 

ALTO RENTAL 

''ll <»f Days d S » 

PER OtEM 
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TOTAL ESTIMATED EXPENDCTURE FOR THIS TRIF 

!aJ(l lines 1. ^-6 far umO 



OiMSlON DtRECTOik'S ^ ' 


APPROVAL: 
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SENDING FROM THE 
DEFARTMENT: 



Lall 'Aorid Aide Travel Seryiee (Jaeput or Cheryl l'900‘643-37SS) for trartl assusOMCt. SuAnut this form to Chm 
Aalron fully computed tsetpt for the final two signatures. You will pe caUad when your tickets arrive. 
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Politics 



July 2. 1997 

Fund-Raiser's Moment of Triumph Seems Part of 
Pattern of Suspicious Gifts 

By DON K4A'/V/17T4 Jr. and CHRISTOPHER 
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Political FLind-Raisins> Index 


r* - j 

n the morning of President Clinton's 50th 
birthday party at Radio City Music Hall last Au 
bounded into the Democratic Party's office in Iv 

anhattan an 

Irie 

delivered 


an envelope stuffed with $100,000 in political contributions. 


Trie, a former Arkansas restaurant owner who is a longtime friend of Clinton, 
had rounded up the checks in just a few days to help John Huang, a Democratic 
fund-raiser, meet his goal fw the glitzy event. That was a feat for Trie, whose 
full name is Yah Lin Trie, because he had only a few connections in the New 
York City area, 

"Charlie was proud he had come up with the $ 1 00,000," said a former top 
Democratic official who saw the 1 5 or so checks when they were delivered. 

"He was just kind of proud of himself.” 

But some of the people whose signatures are on the checks cannot be located. 

In addition, just 12 days before the birthday party, a powerful Macao 
businessman, Ng Lap Seng, wired $200,000 from a Bank of China account in 
Macao to an account in Washington that he shared with Trie, a business 
partner, 

The timing of the transfer has (M'ovoked the curiosity of investigators in the 
Senate an^ in the FBI who are looking into whether foreign money was 
illegally funneled into the Democratic Party’s coffers as pan of Its huge push to 
bankroll Clinton's re-election. Their inquiries are now focusing more intensely 
on Trie. 

Questions about Trie's fund raising first surfaced last fall, when Clinton's 
personal legal defense fund revealed that it had returned more than $600,000 in 
donations, most delivered by Trie. 

But his delivery of the money for the Democratic Party at the birthday 
celebration, which has never been described publicly, and the coincidence of 
the transfers from Ng sharpens the issue of whether Trie was a conduit for 
foreign money into the political campaign. 

For Senate investigators, scheduled to begin hearings on Democratic fund 
raising next week, Trie’s activities go to the heart of their inquiry: Did foreign 
business interests illegally pour money into the Democratic Party through 
fronts? 
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As a result, investigators are also more closely the relationship 

between Trie and Huang, who has been linked to some contributions from 
foreign sources. Interviews and records show that Trie played a greater role in 
helping Huang raise money for the Democrats than had been previously known. 

Trie's lawyer, Reid Weingarten, declined to answer any questions about Trie’s 
fund raising. Ng's lawyer, Samuel Rosenthal, did not return telephone calls 
seeking comment. 

Trie, a U S. citizen who lives in China now, has refused to testify before the 
Senate committee, saying he would assert his Fifth Amendment right gainst 
self-incrimination. In an interview in Shanghai with NBC-TV last week, Trie 
adamantly denied arty wrongdoing, adding that he had no plans to return to the 
United States and might even slay in Asia for 10 years. "They'll never find me," 
he said. 

The Senate Government Affairs Committee is set to start its hearings on 
Democratic fund raising next week, and the timing of Ng's transfers to his 
account with Trie will probably be discussed. Ng, a real estate developer bom 
in China, lives in Macao and invested with Trie in projects in the United 
States. Last year, he wired a total of $470,000 in six Uansfers into the Joint 
account, which was at the Riggs National Bank. 

Late last week, the Senate committee voted to give limited immunity from 
prosecution to two women who have said that Ng arranged for them to give 
$25,000 to the Democratic National Committee for a fund-raiser Feb. 19, 1996, 
at the Hay-Adams hotel in Washington. 

Both women, who are homemakers in Gaithersburg, Md.. are related to an 
employee of a trading company owned by Ng and Trie. The source of the 
$25,000 is unclear, but the committee is considering whether any of it came 
from a $150,000 transfer made five days before the fund-raiser. 

The Democratic committee has returned the $25,000 and at least half of the 
$100,000 that Trie raised for the president's birthday dinner because officials 
could not confirm that the donations had come from the people listed on the 
checks. 

Federal election law generally bans political contributions from foreigners who 
are not legal residents of the United States. The law also requires donors to 
identify themselves and prohibits the reimbursement of contributions by third 
parties. 

Since questions about Democratic fund raising first emerged last fall, the exact 
nature of Trie’s role has eluded investigators. In the 1980s, Trie, a native of 
Taiwan, ran several Chinese restaurants in Little Rock, Ark., including one that 
was a favorite of Clinton, then governor. 

After Clinton became president In 1993, Trie tried to capitalize on his 
relationship with the president by becoming an international trade consultant 
doing business in China and Taiwan. 

Since 1 994, Trie and his wife, Wang Mei Trie, have given more than $200,000 
of their own money to the Democrats. Trie also opened an office in 
Washington. By the end of 1995, he had begun to work closely with Huang, 
raising money for the party. 
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Huang, a former Commerce Defsi^tn^ offidal, joined the Democratic 
committee in December 1995 as cl^ fiind-raiser soHdtit^ 

Adan-Am«icans. Bdwe«t them, Tffe and Huang rai^d nearly $4 million from 
Asiait'Americans. The Democrats have since returned $1.6 million diat Huang 
raised and $645,900 that Trie donated or tm&cd. 

In tfte spring of 1 996, tlw White House t^poitUed Trie to a pr^denttM 
adv^rj^ board, the Commission on U-S.-Prsiftc Trade and investnrent Policy- 
The White House has denied that there was any correction betvreen Trie's rimd 
raising sM his appointment 

In Washington, Trie represented sevoal U.S. companies in China, where he 
was close to several government officials. In another controversial move, Trie 
arranged for Wwg Jun, the diaiman of the board of Polytechnologics, China's 
most momineni earns company, to attend a White House coffee in Fdmia^ 
1996. 

One of the biggest questions now facing Investigators is whether some of the 
$4'^,<KK) that Ng sent to his account with Trie ended up linmicing any 
contributions to die Demociais. 

For the Febmaiy 1996 diiuier, attended 1^ ClinKm, the two Maryland tramen 
donated $25,000 at the request of Ng. who was prohibited from contributing 
because he is not a legal U.S. resident At least one of the women has told 
Senate investigators frat the women woe reimbursed for their gifts. 

The women, Yuc F. Chu and Xi Ping Wang, are the spouse and cousin of Ming 
Chen, who works for Ng and Trie. 

Investigators say the reimbursement plan was first discussed at a 1996 Chinese 
New Year's cel^ration at Ms. Chu's house. Both women ’‘w^ solicited to 
front money Ng Lap Ser^,” a Senate investigative memorandum says, utd 
Ms. Chu told investigators that she had patticipated "in the scheme as a fkvor to 
ho'husl^d's boss." 

But Trie also longed to help his old friend of 20 years, the president, who had 
racked up more than S t million in legal bills defending himself in the 
Whitewater investigation and other matiets. 

In late March of 1996, Trie arrived at the WashtngRm offi^ of the Presidential 
Legd Expense Tntst with $460,000 in cofMributtons. He carried two large 
manila envelopes that contained several hundred checks and money orders of 
up to SI .000 each, mai^ of them from members of a Taiwanese Budt&ist sect . 
with tem;ries in die United States. 

The fund's directors returned all the mtmey within two numths because many 
donors had failed to list their addresses or were students or waiters of modest 
means. Some donations also came through money orders with identical 
handwriting. 

Meanwhile. Trie continued (o help Huang raise money. In May 1996, Trie 
helped bring in a S325.000 contribution Yoge^ 1C. Canwi, a 
great>grandn^hew of Mohandas K. GamOii. The Democrats l^er gave the 
mmiey back because they did not bdieve that Gandhi had enough money to 
make such a donation himself. 
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Trie also helped Huang with a gala for Asian-Americans in Los Angeles last 
July 22 . '’I've heard that the event was just laden with Chinese nationals, just 
tens of them," one former party official said. 

The president's New York birthday party, featuring a concert at Radio City 
Music Hall and a dinner, came about a month later. For pa^ officials and 
investigators, that fiond-raiser has come to embody how Trie and Huang worked 
together and how they came to leave such a long trail of questions in their 
wake. 

Huang went to New York about a week or two before the event at the request of 
Marvin Rosen, then the Democrats' finance chairman. 

But Huang was worried that even though he had once worked for a bank in 
New York, he did not have many contacts left there. So he asked 
Asian-Americans there to route any concert or dinner tickets they sold through 
him. 

One of them, Ethel Chen of Queens, said Huang had told her that it was only by 
consolidating their donations that Asian-Americans would get the kind of 
political clout that Jewidi groups have. Ms. Chen and others handed about 
$ 1 0,000 in checks to Huang, most of it raised through sales of $250 concert 
tickets to Asian-American lawyers and business owners. 

Huang also asked Trie for help. And that led to the largest, and still most 
mysterious, contributions. 

Early last Aug. 19, the president's birthday. Trie rushed over to a rented party 
office in the Bear, Steams building on PaA Avenue to hand over the 1 5 checks 
to a group of party officials who included Rosen. Party officials who were there 
recall that they had been "dead tired and groggy" but that the checks had given 
everybody a lift. 

But since then. Democratic Party investigators have been unable to find some 
of the people whose names are on those checks. Some of the biggest checks for 
the New York dinner came from people listing addresses in Ohio and 
California. 

For instance. Kun-Cheng Yeh. who donated $10,000 through Trie, listed the 
address of an electronics company in a Los Angeles suburb. But an employee 
there said Yeh lived in China and had not been to the United States for several 
years. 

Trie also solicited a $3,000 check drawn on the New York City bank account of 
a Michele Lima. Democratic Party officials previously said that Ms. Lima had 
died years ago, but they said more recently that the donation might have come 
from another Michele Lima who lives in Queens. But her phone number has 
been disconnected, and relatives have refill to tell reporters how to locate her. 
Party officials cannot explain why Ms. Lima's check was written in the same 
handwriting as that of another person who gave $4,000. 

At the hearing scheduled to begin July 8, the senators plan to explore questions 
about how much the White House and the Democratic committee knew about 
the questionable fund-raising practices of Trie and Huang. 

Harold M. Ickes, then the White House deputy chief of staff, has acknowledged 
that he knew Trie had brought in question^le donations for the legal defense 
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fund in early April of 1 996. Yet Trie continued to raise money for the 
Democrats because Ickes never told party officials about the problems vdth 
him. 

"Had we been informed earlier, we would have looked into those concerns and 
taken appropriate action.” said Steve Langdon. a spokc^an for titc Democratic 
ctHsmittee. 

How the Senate plans to zero in on Icl^ oi an effort to pm partial 
responsibility for Trie’s fund-raising practices on the White Hou^. One 
investigator said, "The warnings that the White House had that Trie was out of 
control are very fertile territory." 
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/yimnAvrr oi? krica mvnk 

Boiofl July swom. f. Erica Bayao, state the ffeUowiag u> he true wid otafeoi to tha 
bosi of my kuowledQe and belicif: 

1 , Fiom Febnitity 1 £>93 to Jutamry 1 997, 1 worked in the Fiiumca Divisioa of 

the Democratic Mutionai Coitunittee (heteinaiUir “DNC). 1 carved in sutsoessioiii cs 
jifegional Finance Coordinator, Regioiial Finance Director end Deputy Fiaance Dh-ector. 

2 AH part r>f my jnh reapfinalbilliliaa. 1 wa« in eharae of flmdraisipa tor 
Frcddotit Clinton'a JOib birthday celebration at Kadio City Music Hall in Hew Yoii: City 
on Sunday, August 18, l£>96(hereitii!jitr "the celebration”). 

3 In connection with these respoMibilities, I wa8 stationed in HeW Vorir City 
for approidmaxely one month prior to the cel<i>ratlon and was in New York City 
continuously nrom ruigust 10. 1996 until after the celebration took place cat Au^uui 1 8, 
1996. 

r. Asa Ibrthcr part uf my Job re^nsiblUllea, 1 coordinated and superrii^i dl 
DNC Biaif flnidraiser* in New York working on the celebration, including /ohn Huiitg. 

5. As a oollcaguc cl and tellow fiindraiwr for the DNC, I had known John 
Huang throughout 1996, 

6. To the beat Of my recolhsctbtt. John Huang wa* cnwinurtiialy pkyaiuiilly 
present In New York City conducting fimdraliiing tor at least flve days prior to ill j .Aitgutt 
1 8 eeleoration; 1 worked with and taw him each day during that period; and its fkei. 

approximately two to four days prior to the event (August Id- 17), I recall joking with 
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John Huong ai tho fiindmiang officbt in MhnlMittati about tha difiUtsulty In toUing aomtt i» 
fho ocoxs at the ceiohtation. 

Siitnod under ponaltin# of paijuiy thii ^ day of October, J 957. 
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Slatamwit of Bflrmiei^an W.^npf 

My Eiame is Bonnie Gail Wong. X am euxr^tly tha acgcotwe f£iector of » aott>|>rofit 
organissitUHi in New Yoik City, Aaan 'Watjoesi in. Business, 

IfaelpeidJoiinHuancseU. same tickets to ttfiTwiraisfr at RajfipChy Music Hall nn Anpi&t is, 

1 9*96, in booor of l^readent Oinfcn’s 50ti} inrtiidt^. I understood Bnang to be m town for 

the entire weak leading to the event ai Radio City on the I'ifo. 

Mr. Huang, Charies Wang, Linda Soohoo, Dr. David Hnng and 1 bad dinneir cm August 13. 

l^Opaotalareepartofthe day and eweiung of August 15, 1996 with Mr. Huang in New V(uk 
CitV' I attended a meeting between K&. Huang and members eftbe Cfaznese Consolidattd 
Benevolent Aasociatxcm on Mott Street. New Yoxk, New Yoiic, in the aftemooiL h^caleodar 
todiceies the meedng be^n at 2 p.TO. I came to the eveift cioaer fo 3 p.m. Shoitfy ther^^r. a 
photographs took ptetures of some of foe atteskdeee. Two local oewspapera daffwi Aagusc 16 
contain pictures of Mr. Huang atteoefiag foa ttveOi, 


Mr. thisug A I also attended a reception sponsored by the DanoiTatio Nalkmal Comumee 
(PNC) at the law firmof Skadden, Arps, State, Meagher A int>m, on 919 Third Avenue, New 
Voidc, New York. A pre-reception mnftinc with Don Fovder was sdiedubd to stait at 6:00 pm. 
but ^auaHy began latiac ax about 6:30 pan. Tfaa reception took place from 7 p.ib. to 9 p.m. \fr. 
Q)aiie and Mr; Fowler bofo. ^>oke at thift rec^ckm. 

After foe reception, 1 went with John tfuar^ bis wife Jan^ Yt ngman Lee and KU Chong to a 
nearby restauram caOed Chiam. We had dfoika at the bar and i:hen sat down at a table and ate 
^nnef. Dinimr ended at about 1 L pm. Mr. Bhiaag remained vVith the ^up at the regtaggant 
until W6 all left together at about It p.m. 

While in New York City, Mr. Huang gave ma Ms tmnaber «t the DNC m New Yod: vJbsce 1 
cemki reach Mm dttnDS foe week of August 12, 1996 through i\ugust IB» 1996. Ibdievefoatwd 
^>olce on both August 16 and August 17 


Yvotti^ LoutA a fnend, told me that she saw Mr. XhitQg eating lunch at a restaurant in 
CMnaxown. New YmkCi^ on August 16. | 

- VJl) < 


Beraate Gial W<mg 
OctobcarS, 1996: 
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STATEMENT OF YUNOMAN LEE 


I, Yuiigman Le«, declare the following to be true to the best of my recollection and belief: 

1. 1 am President of (Jailed Orient Bank, located in New York City. 

2. As an Asiano American Democrat and an active member and former President of the 
Chineiui-Ameriuan Bonkers AsscH>iat)on, f have known John Huong for sonic time. 

3. On August I99d, 1 had a late dinner with John Huang at the ChiAm Chinese 
Restaurant in New York City. Joining us at (ho diniun* were Jane HuiUlg, Bonnie Wong and Bill 
Chong. Wb arrived at ChiAm at approximately 9 pju. We sat at the bur for some time, waiting 
for a tabic to open. We ate and all departed the restaurant together at approximately I \ p.m. I 
paid for this dhmer with my American Express card end have attached a tcipy of my receipt IVom 
American Express to this statement 

4. Before the dinner. I saw John Huang at two different events. One event was a meedng of 
the Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association of Chinatown on the afternoon of August 15. 
The second event was a gathering ofleaders of the Asiao American community at the law ofTtcas 
of Skudden Arps in Manhattan later that day. The purpose of the Skadden meeting was to 
discuss ways to get Asian Americans involved in Democntic eamt^ipis of 1 996. DNC 
Chairman Don Fowler gave a nice encouraging Aston American pardcipadon in die 
polhicai process. 

Siti^Qed iir^ the pains and penaldes of pajuiy. 
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ITEM 5 S255.00 

CHI AM CHINESE aSTR NEW YORK NY 



08/Vs'^'' 

Dvftratu C«a« Apotavti ca« 

00CS49I70 53 

CHIAU CHINESE RSTH NEW 

YORK NV 


POOD AND SE'/ERAQH 

TIP 

S42.K 


S/E 6311379366 

TOTAL 

CU«*OE 

AMOIMT 

$255.00 


[ra< 7 $00-75 

CAPE M£W TERR! TOR lESNEw YORK NV 

c.r—.-iwr » 08/* 2/96 070045*977 "** 01 


Account number 
redacted 
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Stattinii^nT nfT.mria SoqHqq 

My RBiYieis Linda SooHoo, and t am an aiiorney in Nenv York at the ianr^rmofSlcaddiin. Afpa> 
Sleie. Meaner & Plom LLP. 

Oft August 15, 1996 , 1 helped host a reception for Donald Fowler at the New York officta of 
Skadden, Arps The reception provided an opportunity for menfoers of New York’s Aaian 
American eominuoity to meet Mr. Fowler and hear him speak. The reception started at 
approximateiy 7 p.ni. and ended at s^proximateiy 8:30 p.m. John Huang aflended the ouire 
event I f»all havingabrief conversation with Mr. Huangattheend ofthercception. Itwasmy 
understanding that Mr. Huang was going out to dinner with Bonnie Wong and others after the 
reception. 

Linda SooHoo 
October 8, 1996 


Ex. 12 


:il2T25 j63S 


10-08-97 06:08PM P002 #0 



335 


STATE OF NEW YORK 


AFFIDAVIT 

o£ 

ETHEL CHEN 


I, EChel Chen, sta^e as follows: 

1. I live in Queens^ New York. I am a former supervising 
librarian at the New York Public Library. I currently serve as a 
Democratic District leader At-Large in Oueans, New York. I 
served as a Delegate to the Democratic National Convention in 
1996. 


2. In August 199(6, I worked with John Huang to sell tickets 
ro Che President’s SOth Birthday fundraiser at Radio City Music 
Hall in Manhattan. The event took place on August 18/ 1996. 

3. On at least two occasions during the week before the 
event, 1 deliverec checks to John Huang, and received tickets for 
Che event in return. These checks were mostly from members of 
the business comr.unity in Oueens. On those occasions, i called 
John Huang at the DNC office in midtown Manhattan, and then 
visited him personally there. One of chose meetings took place 
on Che Friday before Che ewenc, August 16. 

4. I also saw John Huang earlier that week at either the 
Sheraton or Hilton Hotel in Manhattan, and at the Radio City 
Music Hail event itself. 


Signed under penalty of perjury this day of October, 

Ethel Chen 


MICHAEL NORMAN NIEBAUER 
COMMISSIONER OF DEEDS 
CeyeT N«w Vortt • No 4-51 10 
CemleaM F<ad « Queeni County 
ConwiHSian Eiatea: it ' Vy 
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l,5E UVIN£ 

S7UW4T F. PIERSON 
MICHAEL 0. SULLIVAN 
EU2ABETH c. Koch 
jAMES E. GROSSBERG 
aUSTE PHILLIPS* 


Seth d. Berlin 
LW WARn Brown 

RAYMOND KU 


LEVINE iPIERSON SULLIVAN & KOCH, l.lp. 

1155 CONNECTICUT AVENUE, N.W. 

sunr£700 

WASHINGTON, O.C. 20036 

(202) soa^so 

FACSIMILE (202) 50&4699 

WRITER S DiREa DIAL 

202/508-1113 


October 8, 1997 


Kenneth Ballen, Esq- 
Chief hivestigative Counsel 
U.S. House ofRepresentatives 
Committee on Government 
Reform and Oversight 
511 Ford Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515 

Re: Fran Walo;m 
Dear Mr. Ballen: 

This will confirm my advice to you this monimg. 

1 have reached Fran Wakem in Honduhi She will shortly be out of touch in East Asia. 

Fran specifically recalls that John Huai^ was in New Yoik on the Friday and Saturday 
before the Ai^ust 1996 gala, and he was preset at the gala on Sunday, as well. 

We regret that Ms. Wakem is not available to confirm this directly. Of course, whea she 
returns to Washiagton later this month she can do so. 

Very truly yours, 



Stuart F. Pierson 

SFP:KGH 
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UNITED STATES HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENT REFORM AND OVERSIGHT 


Sworn Statement of Taressa stirk 


Teressa stirk being first duly sworn, deposes and states 
as fallows: 

1 . I was formerly employed at the Democratic National 
corunittee as Operations Manager to the Finance Department. Hy 
employment at the OHC began on April 12 , 1996 and lasted until 
my resignation on May 1 , 1997. 

2. As part of my duties as Operations Manager, it was 
my responsibility to make sure that all necessary information 
was available as to contributor checks. This information was 
sec forth on a form that accompanied the contribution knovm as 
the check tracking form. I would normally receive the check 
and the check tracking form from the fundraisers in the course 
of, or in the aftermath of, a fundraising event. I would then 
add additional information to the check tracking form, 
including the date X received checks from the fundraisars, the 
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revenue code, 'the fundraiser code and the source code. Checks 
were then forwarded on to the Accounting Department for 
posting and deposit. 

3. It is my recollection -that in August of 199$; John 
Huang, a fundraiser in the Finance Department of the ONC, was 
assigned to the DNC fundraiser known as the Presidential 
Birthday Celebration, which was held in Kev York on August 18, 
1996. It is also my recollection that Mr. Huang worked on the 
event in New York City for a period of time prior to the 
August 18, 1996 event. 

4 . X have had the opportunity to review a number of 
checks received by Mr. Huang in the course of his duties as a 
fundraiser for the August 18, 1996 event. I have also 
reviewed the check tracking forms filled out by him which 
accompany the contribution checks. I note that on those check 
tracking forms the date of receipt of the checks is placed on 
the form. I recall that it was the usual practice to sand 
checks and check tracking forms by UPS to me or the Finance 
Director, I note that the first date of receipt by me is 
August 16, 1996. I note that I received other contributions 
from him on August 20, 1996 and some on August 31, 1996. 

5. While I cannot tell when Mr. Hoang actually received 
each check from the contributors, because of the correlation 
between the dates on the checks and the receipt by me of the 
checks and the accompanying check tracking forms, it would 
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appear that he was in New York City throughout this period of 
tijne. 



District of 
Columbia 


5S 


Subscribed and sworn to before me this 
1997. 


day of October 



^Cemiiib8iOAEspa«s]aIy3l. 
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I) The China Press (Q/ao August 19, 1996 

Headline: Support Clinton’s Re-election; Wen-Zhou Association 
Gives Clinton Painting to Celebrate Birthday 

The article states that the Wen-Zhou Association presented President Clinton with a 
painting in honor of his 50th birthday celebration in Manhattan. The gift is a symbol of 
support for Clinton, and in hopes that he will strengthen relations between the Chinese 
community and the US. 

Photo Caption: Representing President Clinton to accept the painting is John Huang 
(fourth from the left), along with the Association President, and others. 
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3) The World Journal (.SA/y/tf £> fiao) Friday, August 16, 1996 

Headline: Chinese Community Supports Clinton, John Huang 
Indicates That S5 Million was Raised Already in July 

The article states that Democratic Natttmal Committee Chairman Donald Fowler visited 
nearly one hundred New York A$ian>American Democrats yesterday. Also present was 
Vice-Chairman John Huang, who said that Asian-Americans had contributed $5 million 
in July alone. 
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HOGAN SHAKISON 


n COBB 
nucnot 

OOUCT OUL tt«> 6»7-A4Sr 


OOUJUBIASQUABB 
5S5 TKOITBENTH $mEr NW 
VMSHXNGTOM DC S000t*li0» 
<S9S) 


Bausinj 

LONDOK 

MBU 

MMOJE 

BaXUiOSI,MD 

BnHnBA.ifD 


Octobers, 1907 


MMVBLCO 

UcLXAN^Vk 


BY TELECOPIER AND HAND DELIVERY 

Kenneth N. BaUen, Esq. 

Chief Investigative Counsel, Minority Stafi* 

Committee on Government Reform and 
Oversight 

2157 Rayburn House OMce Building 
Washington, D.C. 20515-6143 

Dear Mr. BaUen: 

Thank you for your letter of October 7, 1997. I do, in fact, represent 
John Huang. As we discussed earlier today, and as I am sure you can appreciate, 
although Mr. Huang would welcome the opportunity to peisonaUy provide the 
information you have requested as well as to respond to the many unfounded 
aUegatious to which he has been unfairly subjected over the past year, Mr. Huang is 
not presently in a positmn to respond directly to your request for information. 

I am, however, grateful that you and the Ranking Minority Member 
have elected to pxirsue the unfortimate allegation that Mr. Huang was in Los 
Angeles, CaUfomia on both the morning and afternoon of August 16, 1996, and I 
welcome the opportunity to facilitate your efforts to fully develop the actual facts. 

In that regard, and despite the short time available in which to investigate your 
inquiry, it appears that certain information already in the possession of the 
Committee clearly establishes that Mr. Huaztg was in New York City ftom 
August 10, 1996 until August 19, 1996 working diligently in connection with the 
August 18, 1996 Gala in honor of President Clinton's birthday. Specifically, the 
Committee already has in its possession e^^ense records submitted by Mr. Huang 
to the Democratic National Committee CDNC’') for that period and the related hotel 
bill at the Sheraton New York Hotel and Towers which confirms Mr. Huang’s 
physical presence in New York during that period. 

Moreover, and conclusive though those recorda are, easily available for 
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HOGAN &HAKISON Lur 
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either the Majority or the Minority with regard to August 16, 1996, are a multitude 
of witnesses who were with Mr. Huang in New York in connection with his DNC 
duties on each day that he was in New York, and specifical^ on August 13, 1996 
and August 16, 1996. In fact, Mr. Huang’s photograph appears in the August 16, 
1996 edition of a local Chinese newspaper. That picture, as the caption indicates, 
was taken on the i5th at a Chinese Consolidated Benevolent Association event. 

Mr. Huang also attended and addressed an Asian-American (x>mmunity reception at 
the law firm of Skadden, Arps, Slate, Meagher & Flom in New York on the evening 
of August 15 at which Chairman Don Fowler and several other prominent DNC 
officials, and others, were present. Subsequent to the reception, Mr. and 
Mrs. Huang dined with Mr. Ytingman Lee, President of the United Orient Bank, 

Ms. Bonnie Wong, and Mr. Bill Chang at Chaim Restaurant, where, as it turned 
out, the prominent Asian-American actor, Jackie Chan, was also dining. 

Afterwards, the Huangs returned to their hotel sometime around midnight. 

The following two days, August 16 and IT, Mr. Huang worked at the 
DNC site and had business meetings in Chinatown, including a business lunch at 
Kam Fong Restaurant, also known as Jing Fung, on Elizabeth Street. I also would 
note that on the morning of the 17th of August one of Mr. and Mrs. Huang’s 
children attempted to reach his parents by calling the DNC number in New York 
City from their home in Glendale, California. 

While I am in possession of certain other exculpatory evidence, under 
the present circumstances I am not free to add that information to the existing and 
overwhelming proof that John Huang was in New York City from August 10, 1998 
until August 19, 1996. I believe, however, that many DNC officials, and others, are 
in a position to verify that Mr. Huang was in New York throughout this period 
should that still be necessary in light of the dispositive evidence demonstrating just 
that. In addition, given the resources available to Congress, I am confident that, to 
the extent additional facts are of interest, the individuals mentioned above are 
easily accessible as are the extensive records and photographs related to the events 
described herein. 

I also believe that, given the blatant unfairness of presenting falsa 
testimony that Mr. Huang was anywhere other than New York City on August 16, 
1996, or the several days before and after, when the easily obtainable facts 
conclusively demonstrate othenvise, any such testimony should be referred to the 
Justice Department'-especialiy where the witness involved has duped Congress into 
accepting false testimony in exchange for immunity from serious offenses. 
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Thank you for the opportunity to address the issues raised in your 
letter. I hope you find this brief assimilatioD of certain of the relevant evidence 
useful. I am grateful for the commitment you and the Ranking Minority Member 
have demonstrated to attempting to use the upcoming hearings as a truth seeking 
process. 



TC:sjg 

cc: John C. Keeney, Jr., Esq. 

Peter Spivack, Esq. 
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MEMORANnUM OF INTERVIEW 


Re; House of Representatives Investigation 

Date: August 15, 1997 

Time; 1:00 pm 

Place: C. H. Auto Sales 

7821/7825 E. Garvey Avenue, Rosemead, CA 

Present; David Wang, Witness 

John Liu, Witness’s Brother-in-Law 
James McFadden. Special Agent 
Paul Herbert, Special Agent 

1. We introduced ourselves to Wang and asked him if we could ask him questions 
penaining to an investigation of fundraising by the House of Representatives. We 
explained that we were independent congressional investigators, and that whatever 
information we obtained would be shared by both the Democrats and the Republicans on 
the congressional committee. Wang agreed to answer our questions. The interview with 
Wang actuailv consisted of tNvo paris-we relumed immediately (within five minutes) after 
terminating the first part of the interview to ask some follow up questions. Wang's 
brother-in-law, John Liu initially sat in for the first part of the interview, but left shonly 
after the intennew started without giving any explanation and did not return. Lui did not 
attend any of the second pan of the interview. W'ang provided the following information 
in reply to our questions, during the first pan of the interview: 

2. Wang (SSN: 624-18-0! 19) resides at 803 S. Manley Drive. San Gabriel. California 
91776. home phone- (818) 300-0956. was bom in Taiwan on February 11. 1963 and 
moved to The United States in December 1988. Wang has been a salesman at C. H. Auto 
Sales (phone: S18-571-2288. address: 7321/7825 E. Garvey Avenue, Rosemead, CA) 
since 1989. Wang's father owns the dealership, and Wang's sister (Diana Wang) is 
married to John Liu. 

3. Wang met John Huang through a friend. N.K.. Chen, who worked as the manager at 
the .AIB Bank. Wang and John Liu socialized with John Huang a couple times at the "888 
Seafood Restaurant" in the San Gabnel valley. 

4. Wang stated that in about August 1996. John Huang asked Wang and Liu to make a 
donation to the DNC for a fundraising party at a downtown Los Angeles hotel. Huang 
suggested the amount ofSf.OOO and Wang and Liu agreed since Wang and Liu figured 
that was an amount they could afford. For making the donation. Wang and Liu got a 
formal wnitcn invitation to the party. Wang and Liu were happy to oblige Huang’s 
request because: 1 1 it was a favor to Huang. 2) it was a chance to assist the Asian 
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communiiy, and 3) it was a chance to be close to, and possibly meet President Clinton. 
Neither Wang nor Liu got any money in return or reimbursement for their donation. Liu’s 
wife gave her brother David Wang S2,500 in cash for Liu’s part of the donation. Wang 
and Liu stated that they had to pay the money after agreeing to make the donation to 
Huang. The donation bought Wang and Liu two seats at the party. Wang and Liu attended 
the pany, but did not get to meet President Clinton. Wang and Liu both stated they would 
not have been invjted to the party if they had not made the donation. 

5. The first part of the interview terminated at about 2:00 pm. When we returned, Wang 
agreed again to answer questions. Wang provided the following information in reply to 
our questions, during the second part of the interview; 

6. In a meeting between John Huang, Wang and Liu, Huang asked Wang to make a 
donation to the DNC of S5,000 and advised Wang that he would be repaid for the 
donation. Huang and a “Mr. Pan or Pen” picked up the 55,000 check from Wang at C.H. 
Auto Sates. Wang descnbed Huang’s repayment arrangement offer as “secret”. Although 
Wang felt “funny” about the arrangement and thought it “very curious", he did not ask 
Huang for an explanation for the donation and repayment in this manner. Wang paid the 
S5.000 and identified his signature on check #178 to the DNC of 8/16/96. Wang knew at 
the time he wrote the check to the DNC for $5,000 that he would be repaid the 55,000, 
but Wang did not know when or how he would be repaid. 

7. Within a week of making the donation, Mr. Pan or Mr. Pen {40-50 years old) repaid the 
money by making two hand deliveries totaling 55.000 to Wang of 5100 bills in 8” by 10" 
envelopes at the sales office of C. H. Auto Sales. The envelopes were folded to wrap 
around the cash, and Wang does not recall any writing or identifying marks on the 
envelopes. Wang does not recall any letters or notes attached to, or inside the envelopes. 
The first payment of S3. 000 was the same day as the donauon-8/l6/96; the second and 
last repayment for the remaining S2,000 was delivered two to four days later. Wang does 
not believe anyone saw him taking the money from .Mr. Pau/'Pen. Mr. PanPen did not 
explain why he was alone and did not explain why he. rather than John Huang was 
making the repasment of the donation. PaivPen asked Wang not to tell anyone about the 
repayment. Wang does not recognize the name “.Antonio Pan”, .At the lime of the first 
repa>Tneni, PaaPen told Wang that the remainder would be paid later. Wang did not ask, 
and ParvPen did not offer any explanation or reason why the repayment was broken up 
into two amounts rather than paid at one lime. Further. Mr. Pan/Pen did not give any 
reason why the repayment was in cash, or why he (PanPen) rather than Huang delivered 
the repayments, Wang does not know the source of the money used in making the cash 
repayments. Wang kept the cash in his desk until depositing it either later the day of 
receipt, or the next day. into his checking account at China Trust Bank. 

S Daniel Wu also made a donation to the DNC, which was reimbursed to him. Wu and 
Wang discussed their donations and reimbursements with each other. Wang saw Wu at 
the DNC fundraising party, but they did not drive to the party together. Wang did not 
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originally know the amount of Wu's check to the DNC, but Wang assumed it was also 
55,000. Wu’s repayments were deposited by Wang to Wu's account at the Bank of 
Canton. Wu asked Wang to deposit the money as a favor because their banks are located 
close to each other and Wu knew that Wang was going to his (Wang’s) bank. For the 
first deposit of Wu’s money, Wu gave the cash to Wang to deposit. The cash for Wu’s 
second deposit was given directly by Mr. Pan/Pen to Wang at the same time that Pan/Pen 
gave Wang his 52,000 cash repayment. Wang does not recall if the cash payments of 
52,000 each from Pan/Pen for Wu and Wang were in one envelope or two. Mr. Wang 
was to give the cash to Wu, but Wu asked Wang, during a phone conversation, to deposit 
the money to Wu’s bank account. 

9. We asked Wang if he had a 1996 calendar which he could use to try to reconstruct the 
dates of the repayments. Wang went to his office and remmed with his 1996 journal 
which notes cash to Wang and Wu of $3,000 each on August 16, 1996, and cash to Wang 
and Wu of 52,000 each on August 20, 1996. Wang stated these were the repayments of 
the DNC “donations". The recordings in the journal represent the dates of receipt of the 
cash by Wang; the check marks next to the recordings represent the deposit of the money. 

.After looking at the journal. Wang stated that he received the first repayment the same 
day he wrote the 55,000 check to the DNC. We then asked Wang if he had his bank 
account statement from August 1996. W'ang went into his office and returned with his 
.August and September 1996 China Tmst Bank account statements which show deposits 
of $3,000 on August 16, 1996 and 52,000 on August 20, 1996. Wang identified these as 

the deposits of the DNC "donation". Wang agreed to our request to let us hold onto the - c.p ‘ 
journal and bank statements. 

10. Neither Wang nor Liu know where Daniel Wu is. but they both believe Wu is in 
Taiwan. Wu frequently traveled between Taiwan and Los Angeles and stayed at hotels 
when he was in Los .Angeles. Wu used the C.H. Auto dealership as his address in Los 
.Angeles. Neither Wang nor Liu recall ever meeting Julian Liu or Charlie Trie. 


I prepared this memorandum on August 15, 1997, after refreshing my memory from notes 
taken during the interview of David Wang. 



Paul N. Herbert 

This memorandum contains an accurate account of the interview of David Wang. 


, James McFadden 
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STATRMCTJT O P TAK I-UK. CHfiNO 

My name is Tak Luk Cheng. I am the owner of a Chinese reutaurant in New York City. 
In addition, I am an officer of the. New York CSty Chinatown Fukienese Associatico, a cultur^ 
group with over 1000 members. 

I recall that on Friday, August 16, 1996, 1 personally had lunch (dim sum) ai 
approximately 2 p.m. with Mr. lohft Huang and a group of Fukienese commuaity leaders at the 
Jitig Fung Re^aurant in Manhattan's Chinatown. That was the first time I had met John Huaiig. 
At that lunch, we discussed the possibility of a presidential visit to the New York City F\ikienei>e 
communi^. Mr. Huang told myself and the others that ho would check the Fresideni's schedule 
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STATEMENT OF KENNETH M. BALLEN AND CHRISTOPHER P. LU 


At approximately 6 p.m. on Friday, October 3, 1997, we telephoned James Wang, 
the father of David Wang, at his place of business. We called him to find out what, if 
anything, he knew about any meetings or conversations that David Wang has had with 
John Huang. Our telephone interview with James Wang lasted approximately 20 
minutes and was conducted in both English and Chinese. 

James Wang told us that he was neither present at any meetings nor aware of any 
conversations in which John Huang asked David Wang to make a campaign contribution. 
We specifically asked him whether he knew about a meeting that his son had had with 
John Huang on August 16, 1996, and he replied that he knew nofiiing about such a 
meeting. 

James Wang also added that he was in Europe from July 23, 1996 until August 7, 
1996. At our request, he faxed us two pages from his passport which attest to this fact. 



Chief Investigative Counsel Counsel 

Dated: October 8, 1997 



355 


STATEMENT OF JAMES WANG 


I am David Wang’s father. I was not present at any meeting in August 1996 
in which John Huang asked my son, David, to make a financial contribution for a 
fundraiser for President Clinton. 


James Wang 


Date 
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I^IMES AND CRIMINAL PROCEDURE 


18 § IOOj 


i 1001. StateRienU or entries generally 

(a) Except as otherwise provided in this section, whoever, in any matter within the 
jorisdlction of the executive, legislative, or judicial branch of the Govenunent of the 
Unitad States, knowigly and wfllfuUy — 

(1) falsifies, Conceals, or covers up by any trick, scheme, or device a material fact; 

(2) makes any materially false, fictitious, or fraudolect statement or representa- 
tioni or 

(S) makes or uses any false writing or document knowing die same to contain 
r . any materially false, Ectitiaiu, or fraudulent statement or entry; 
shall be fined under this title or imprisoned not more than 5 years, or both. 

‘ <b) Subsection (a) does hot apply to a party to a Judicial proceeding, or that party’s 
munsel, for statements, representationa, writings or documents submitted by such psu^ 
cr counsel to a judge or magistrate in that proceeding. 

, (e) With respect to any matter within the Jurisdiction of the iegisUtive branch, 
cubsection (a) ahall ap^y only tc^ 

' ' (1) adrainisbatzve matters, Including a clatm for payment, a matter related to the 

procurement of proper^ or services, ^raonnel or emplojroant practices, or support 
services, or a document required by law. rule, or regulation to be eubmltted to the 
; ' ' Congress or any oSee or officer wibiin the legislativs branch; or .... 

I (2) any investigatian or review, eandueted''pursuant to the authortty of uty 
committee, subcommittee, commission or office of the Congress, consiste&t with 
applicable rules of the House or Senate. 

,C\s amended Sept 18. 1904, Rii.L. lOWSS, Title XXXOI, i aaooiSdXb). 108 Stat EIST; OeL 11. 
1993, Pub.b. 104-292, { 2, 110 Stat 8459.) 
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Mr. Burton. Is there further discussion? 

The gentleman from California is recognized. Pardon me. One 
second. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. I want to go to the Democratic side. Mr. Cummings. 

Mr. Cummings. Yes, I yield to the gentleman, Mr. Fattah. 

Mr. Fattah. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

And I just wanted to, first of all — I know that the gentleman 
from — the gentleman spoke he had some concerns about the small 
percentage defense that was offered earlier, and I understand the 
enthusiasm of both sides on this issue, but small-mindedness is not 
something that should be associated with any Member of the Con- 
gress. I know the gentleman would have wanted to yield to me 
since he pointed me out verbally, and it is a courtesy of the Con- 
gress that Members be yielded to in those circumstances. So I just 
think in our passion we should be careful not to do damage, further 
damage, to the reputation of this committee. 

But I do want to get back to the point at hand, which is that the 
reason that this committee is interested in conduit payments, the 
reason why we are interested in the election itself, was this notion, 
this theory, this thought, that there were foreign dollars, orches- 
trated by a foreign government, to influence elections. And there 
are a number of instances in which foreign entities did make con- 
tributions in the last election, that the committee up to now has 
not looked into. 

We have a situation of a Mr. Kramer who is a German national 
who donated — who was fined some $300,000 by the FEC for mak- 
ing illegal contributions. This was the largest fine ever imposed on 
an individual. And he donated over $400,000 to Federal, State elec- 
tions. And also the Florida Republican party was fined for $82,000. 
They had to return $95,000 of contributions from this foreign na- 
tional. So if we want to look in the direction of foreigners involved 
in this election, that’s one place we might look. 

We had a British-owned company that gave a $1,013,000; 
$1,006,000 of that to the Republican party in the 1994 election 
cycle, which the committee might at some point want to look into 
it. That is Brown & Williamson Tobacco. We had a firearms com- 
pany, that’s a Dutch entity that was fined $90,000 for funneling 
money, including money into the campaign of the Speaker of this 
House. 

Now, again, in all of these cases, as is the case in almost every 
conduit election investigation, the candidates themselves had no 
knowledge of the activities of the people who were participating in 
having illegal contributions made to their campaigns. 

And I want to ask the witness whether or not he has any reason 
to believe that the President or the Vice President had knowledge 
that he was reimbursed, in cash, for a check that he wrote to some- 
one who he believes to be John Huang on August the 16th? 

Mr. Wang. I don’t know. 

Mr. Fattah. It is clear that the witness that we have spent a 
large part of our day talking to has no knowledge about any foreign 
government trying to put money into the American election in the 
last cycle. Nor does he have any knowledge that the candidates 
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who received this contribution had any knowledge of it. And yet he 
is before us. 

And I would hope that as we go forward, if we just want to look 
at conduit schemes, that this gentleman not be singled out; that 
there are plenty of other people who we can bring in here, who 
have been involved in these types of activities, and believe it or not, 
they have not just written checks to the Democratic party. They 
have written checks, in fact, almost $15 million in fines, directly 
associated with the Dole campaign which took place in 1996. 

We had Haley Barbour testify under oath in the U.S. Senate be- 
fore the Thompson Committee that he went to a foreign land, sat 
in a yacht and arranged a multimillion-dollar contribution that 
eventually helped fund Republican campaigns in some targeted 
races in the 1994 election. 

So if our search is for foreign money, if our search is for money 
in which people are trying to cover over the original source thereof, 
there is ample reason for this committee to exist, for our investiga- 
tion to go forward, and I have no problem rooting out any 
wrongdoings by the Democratic party, but I think that we should 
be fair-minded about it, and I would hope that as we go forward 
that we move away from the personality attacks. 

I have nothing against the gentleman from Georgia or anyone 
else in this committee. I just think that we should be fair and we 
should be forthright. If what we are chasing is foreign money, then 
let’s get after it and not pick out what is essentially almost a mov- 
ing violation in terms of violation of the campaign election law. 
There are hundreds of cases of conduits 

Mr. Kanjorski. Will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. Fattah [continuing]. Of payments to campaigns. I will be 
glad to yield. It’s not my time. 

Mr. Cummings. Reclaiming my time, I yield to the gentleman. 

Mr. Kanjorski. May I just add to the gentleman’s statement 
that yesterday the fine of $8 million to the Empire Landfill, 
$80,000 of that was conduit money to the Dole campaign of 1996; 
and the treasurer of Dole campaign’s corporation was fined $6 mil- 
lion as a conduit operation to the Dole campaign. 

Mr. Cummings. I yield back. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 

The gentleman from California, Mr. Horn. 

Mr. Horn. Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman. 

I have listened with interest to where might John Huang be on 
August 16th, and I assume in the record you have placed the per- 
sonal statement of account on his American Express card and also 
the — I don’t know if you have placed in the telephone bill. I would 
like to refer to the telephone bill, and if it isn’t in, I would like it 
put in. 

Mr. Burton. If it isn’t in, without objection, we will include it. 
So ordered. 

[The information referred to follows:] 
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WHERE WAS JOHN HUANG ON AUGUST 16, 1996? 

One of today’s witnesses, David Wang, has testified in depositions and 
interviews that John visited Wang’s used car dealership in Los Angeles, 

California, on August 16, 1996, and solicited Wang’s $5,000 contribution to the 
DNC. In contradiction of Wang’s sworn testimony, the Committee Minority and 
John Huang’s attorney claim that John Huang was not in Los Angeles, California 
on August 16. They claim that John Huang was in New York City in anticipation 
of the President’s Birthday Party Fund-raiser. 

The facts are these: 

1 . David Wang had met John Huang at least two times prior to Huang’s 
solicitation of Wang. Wang knew what John Huang looked like and has 
testified under oath that Huang did in fact solicit a contribution from him. 

2. John Huang’s American Express card bill indicates that he reserved a room at 

the Sheraton New York Towers from August 10, 1996 through August 19, 
1996. While John Huang had the room for a block of nine days and 

definitely was in New York for the August 18th Birthday Patty, there is no 
evidence that John Huang stayed at the Hotel for the entire nine days of his 
reservation. Strangely enough, the amount charged to Huang’s American 
Express card was $8.73. The American Express bill shows no transactions 
from August 1 1 through August 19. It is entirely possible that John Huang 
was in Los Angeles during that period. 

Wi.'.'Ti 

3. On August 17, 1996, a telephone call was placed from John Huang^s 
residence in Glendale, California, to (212) 681-6424, a New York City 
telephone number. When that number is now called, a recording states: 

“The number you have reached, 681-6424 in area code 
212 has been changed. The new number is area code 
(202) 863-8000.’’ 

The number to which the caller is referred, (202) 863-8000, is the telephone 
number of the Democratic National Committee in Washington, D.C. 
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DUPUCATE COPY 


Page 1 of 4 


Personal Card Statement of Account 

Pitt>».dFei OoengOm 

JOHN HUANG September 27, 1996 3720-169628-52006 


AcMMt Card Balwwa S 
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lto« Cwd CtMTidc S 
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Statemeni includes parents and charges received by September 27, 1996 
* Indicates posting date. 
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Terms - Payment due in full. Please pay by 10/13/96. 


For fast balance and payment information, call our automated service line at 
1 -800-292-2639 using a touch tone phone. Rease have your account number ready. If you 

have a question about your account, call 1-800-528-4600 (24 houfs/7 days). 

Card betaii 


Please refer to page 4 
for important information 
regarding your Card 
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Card Payments 


Saptemberll, 1996* 

PAYMENT RECEIVED • THANK YOU 


Total of Card Payments 


August 19, 1996 

SHERATON NY TOV/ERS NEW YORK 
Arrival Date Departire Date 

08/10/96 08/19M 

LODGING 


NY 

No Of Night! 


August 28, 1996 
CREDIT CARO R£< 


) REGISTRY (800)227-2639 
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8.73 


15.00 
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Please Pay Biy; 
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JOHN HUANG 
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GLENDALE CA 91207-1057 
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Mr. Horn. It is fascinating in the sense that Mr. Wang, who has 
patiently sat here and listened to a lot of harassment, doubting his 
word, he has testified in depositions and interviews that John 
Huang visited his used car dealership in Los Angeles on August 16, 
1996, and solicited Wang’s $5,000 contribution to the Democratic 
National Committee. 

Now, in contradiction of Wang’s testimony, the committee’s mi- 
nority and John Huang’s attorney claim that John Huang was not 
in Los Angeles, CA, on the 16th. They claim he was in New York. 

Well, where is the evidence? I read earlier into the record a story 
by a respectable reporter that learned from Democratic officials 
that he never went to New York and they were surprised that he 
had. 

Well, there are a few other things. David Wang had met John 
Huang at least two times prior to Huang’s solicitation of Wang. 
Wang knew what John Huang looked like and has testified under 
oath that Huang did, in fact, solicit a contribution from him. And 
that other item that I referred to, he had said it on the survey of 
the Democratic National Committee when they were going around 
checking large contributions. 

Now, Huang’s America Express card bill indicates that he re- 
served a room at the Sheraton New York Towers from August 10, 
1996, through August 19, 1996. Whether one is in town 1 day or 

1 hour, I don’t find that unusual. 

What I have found in American politics, on the Republican side 
as well as the Democratic side, is staff or people that are 
facilitators on getting money, often take this suite of rooms, which 
takes away from the net you would like to have in people’s cam- 
paigns, and they live high on the hog. Or they send the kids there 
or they send mama and the kids there, as the case may be. 

Now, we don’t know, and there is no evidence in the record, that 
he stayed at the hotel for the entire 9 days of his reservation; if 
he even stayed 1 day, 1 night, or had a hotel up the street for all 
we know. Strangely enough, the amount charged to Huang’s Amer- 
ican Express card, as was noted earlier, I believe, was $8.73, not 
exactly a big deal in New York. 

That would help some of the homeless there but that is about it. 

The American Express bill shows no transactions from August 
11th through August 19th. It is entirely possible that John Huang 
was in Los Angeles during that period, as David Wang has pa- 
tiently testified. 

On August 17, 1996, a telephone call was placed from John 
Huang’s residence in Glendale, CA, to area code (212) 681-6424, a 
New York City telephone number. When that number is now 
called, a recording states, quote, “the number you have reached, 
681-6424 in area code 212 has been changed. The new number is 
the area code (202) 863-8000.” 

Now, the number to which the caller is referred, (202) 863-8000, 
is the telephone number of the Democratic National Committee in 
Washington, DC. 

Now, what could have happened is, if somebody made that call 
from the home of John Huang, I look at the bill and it is down for 

2 minutes at 32 cents. That is sort of General Services Administra- 
tion rates. It is a pretty reasonable telephone call. 
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Now, who was in the home and who was at the other end, it is 
hard to say. If he didn’t go to New York, he was in the home and 
wanting to talk to one of the buddies in what was obviously the 
fund-raising suite or the fund-raising office which was arranging 
all of these things in New York. But he realized, as the story in 
USA Today says, that he was increasingly on the outs with the key 
leaders for finance of the Democratic National Committee. They 
sort of had their fill of him and didn’t like what he was doing. 

So he was getting the icy shoulder and the cold freeze and all 
the rest of it. 

Now, the other thing is, if he wasn’t in the home, maybe his wife 
was at home and just calling a friend in New York, if she met some 
that was with the Democratic National Committee, because it must 
have obviously been one of their facilities. Or he could have had a 
parakeet that just tried to dial the number and see what happens. 

Well, all I can say is, I haven’t heard any evidence on the other 
side that is worth much, and I thought I would add that to the 
record. 

Mr. Cummings. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

Mr. Horn. Certainly. 

Mr. Cummings. Will the gentleman yield for a question? 

The pictures, it is my understanding that one of these pictures 
was taken on the 15th. I mean, you were explaining that. 

Mr. Horn. No, I don’t have that. 

Mr. Cummings. You don’t have the pictures? 

Mr. Horn. No. I just get old numbers and telephone bills and 
things like that. 

Mr. Cummings. OK. All right. Thank you. 

Mr. Burton. Does the gentleman yield back the balance of his 
time? 

Mr. Horn. Yes, I do. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman yields back the balance of his time. 

Is there further discussion? Mr. Mica. 

Mr. Mica. I have a couple of questions for Mr. Wang. 

Did — and I don’t know if he answered to this before. I may have 
missed it on a time-out from the committee proceedings. But did 
Mr. Huang call you before he was coming to visit you? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. And he visited you at your residence or your business? 

Mr. Wang. Office. 

Mr. Mica. At your office? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. Did anyone else see him there, a secretary or anyone 
else? Or did he just come directly to you? Would there be someone 
else who could document that for us? 

Mr. Wang. My father. 

Mr. Mica. I am sorry? 

Mr. Wang. My father was there. 

Mr. Mica. Your father. Was there anyone else there besides your 
father, any other employees? How many employees do you have? 

Mr. Wang. During that time, in fact, only the 

Mr. Mica. Secretary, or? 

Mr. Wang. On that date, there was a secretary there. 
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Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] During the daytime, there is a 
secretary there. 

Mr. Mica. So there might have been someone else who could also 
verify, if our committee goes back to look at this? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I don’t believe the secretary saw 
him because she works in another office. 

Mr. Mica. But he called you before. Did he tell you where he 
was? Was he in Los Angeles or New York? You don’t remember? 

Mr. Wang. No. 

Mr. Mica. He didn’t say. 

You did get a call from the Democratic National Committee, I 
guess in December, December 6, 1996, that they had contacted you 
or there was an inquiry by this accounting firm, Ernst & Young, 
and you answered some questions over the phone. Do you recall an- 
swering questions about your donation to the DNC? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] Sir? 

Mr. Mica. Yes. 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I forgot about the telephone call 
in the beginning, but after they showed me the phone bill, the 
statement that is there, I recall that there was a phone call. 

Mr. Mica. So you did admit at another point that you had given 
money in the fashion that was described in this interview? 

Mr. Wang. Yes. 

Mr. Mica. Is there any possibility that it might not have been 
a Friday; that it could have been Thursday, possibly a day before, 
as I think your — we have no record of — I mean, I have gone 
through and Mr. Shadegg did a great job of reviewing where Mr. 
Huang was, and we know he flew to New York on the 10th and 
we know he left on the 19th. We have these affidavits or state- 
ments by people who, in my opinion, are not very credible, from the 
15th or 16th to the 18th or 19th, and we have the 10th and we 
have the last call from his room on the 13th. 

Is it possible that he could have been there on Thursday or 
Wednesday, maybe you — are you sure it was a Friday? 

Mr. Wang [through interpreter.] I am sure it was on Friday, Au- 
gust the 16th. 

Mr. Mica. You are sure. OK. Well, I thank you for those com- 
ments. 

Just in closing, Mr. Chairman, some statements have been made 
on the other side about this hearing, and this hearing today is the 
beginning of trying to get at a long money trail. You are just a 
small part of it; Mrs. Foung and the other witness today are a 
small part of it. We maybe account for $50 or $60, maybe $70,000; 
we found $200,000 that came from the Bank of China, and we 
know that there were — there was $900,000 that came. 

And we have heard cited today from the other side the Florida 
case, which I am familiar with — I am from Florida — and people 
have been fined and penalized and the system worked. The landfill 
situation, people have been fined, penalized, and the system works. 

What we have here is the beginning of a situation where hun- 
dreds of thousands of dollars and people have given money at the 
beginning of the trail. We are trying to find where the money came 
from and link that to what Mr. Fattah is talking about, or where 
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it went. And we do know the money went into the Halls of Con- 
gress. 

Roll Call printed March 6, 1997, this printout. We didn’t do it; 
they did it. There were three Republicans named. The balance are 
all Democrats, dozens and dozens. And of the Republicans, there is 
one error, I found out since that was not a Republican, it was 
Brian Bilbray’s brother who is a Democrat. So this is — this is what 
we are trying to find and uncover. 

We appreciate your cooperation. We appreciate your honesty in 
coming before this committee. 

I thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Burton. The gentleman’s time has expired. Does the gen- 
tleman from California wish to inquire? 

Mr. Waxman. Yes. I have one other document to ask unanimous 
consent to put in the record. It is the annual report 1996, the Bank 
of China. 

Mr. Burton. Without objection, so ordered. 

[The report referred to follows:] 



BANK OF CHINA 


ANNUAL REPOKT 1996 
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FINANCLUHiGHUGHTS 



1996 

1995 

Opmtiiig Rctulu (fflUUoa USD) 

Profit befm ox 

1J95 

U52 

Intetest income 

14,663 

14.832 

tntcRst expense 

12.643 

12.559 

Non'inieten income 

2.275 

2.039 

Non*inteTest expme 

2.900 

3.060 

AMeu/Liabiliiiet (million USD) 

Tool assets 

253.914 

239.860 

Bilb discounted, remirutves bou^t and loans 

133437 

120.159 

Tool liabilities 

241 J62 

228.427 

DepotiD 

150449 

135.761 

Bonk issued 

2.474 

2476 

Net worth 

124S2 

11.432 

Capital & surplus 

B.907 

7.921 

PraAt after tax 

628 

563 

RcMrvet 

3.017 

2.947 

lodkatm Radea {%) 

Total capital/ total risk asMts 

16.42 

15.50 

Tier 1 capital / total ridi auets 

lU? 

11.50 

PraAt before tax / cecal assets 

0.55 

0.52 

PtcAc before tax / capital 

2246 

20.03 

Profk of os-eneas branches / IVofic of the ennie BOC 

31.69 

30.88 

Ineerest income / total mcome 

86.57 

6791 

InacRst expense / total expense 

8144 

80.41 

RMB asKts / total assets 

35.42 

30.95 

Aaeti of overseas braicher / total auets 

21.45 

23.56 


Nor: (n the ahwe /[fimi . A( ahiiB7 Wb flid coHpMa «e oiMU. 
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Our Mission 




> 
3 ■ 
3 



Through the prudence, flair and quality 
of our operations we aim to become one 
of the world’s leading international 
banks. 

Tlrrough the creation of an increasingly 
customer-driven corporate culture we 
intend to meet the needs of our clients 
and enhance our profitability. 

Through the constant upgrading of our 
banking technology and information 
system we aim to ensure our competitive 
advantage. 

Through the closer interlinking of our 
domestic and international operations 
we intend to play an even more 
important role in the economic 
development of China and its financial 
relations with the rest of the world. 
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HONORAfiYCHA/RPERSON' OF THE BOARD 



Ch«n Muhua 

W'ith t/ie eswilisfimem of the Banfc of China 
Intemationai in Loniion. we now have a rruiy 
intmanoTuii investment bank in our network. 
This enabies us to take a /urther step toward 
becommi; a fav<lau {Johoi bank. 
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CHAJRMAV 8 PRESJDEM 



(n f-JJ- .-rniin r.uwd ftcura Icicii. 

riillcciir.; i>t Dicr <rrn(n% (hiii 15 utnud 

ji makip.; :ii '.nt htii Cpipck honk, ntii (k« 
kiutii jTi cxmmiiud. iStrtinri, te 

enlianc:’’,! foirn nur vrncM an^ Jit 

ijuelny m‘i- jiKij, ku( nn( rapidly rxindmg 
rfit optriMf 'ifitBank. 
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MESiAuc FKuM THE cHA/KMAN 

The year 199(> witnessed steady erovMh in the wnrid economy. Preliminary lij'ures 
suggest global GDP rose Iw over ^ . ted bystroncer growih in the emerging markets of 
Asia, and with world trade increasing by some S'-- Iralation remained siilxlued at around 
2.5"'':'. possibly slightly down on the previtHi-s year. 

In China, economic growth remained .strong, a: ’usi under UJ%. while inllaiion was 
'wrought down sharply to 6%. Trade grew in a modest, btilancx'd way. Hxpofts ro.se by 
1.5% and imports by 5% to USD 151 billion and USD 139 billion respectively. 

Direct foreign investment continued to flow into China at record levels, with an 
increase of over 1 2^-1) bringing the annual total to USD 42 billkm. (liiina’s foreign exchange 
reserves now top USD 105 billion, making them .second only to iho.se of Japan. 

Throughout the year the Renminbi remained .stnmc. 

To facilitate long-term sastainable growth, the Chinese government continued with 
its twin-track policies of reforming state-owned cnierprLscs and developing interest rates 
•iiai are .set by financial markets. i-Kxh of which are closely linked with the overall 
commercialisation (if Chinese banking. At the Ix-ginning of the year the Centra) Bank 
( i.e. the People's Bank of China ) started China s interi)ank nurket. liegan open-market 
operations and twice lowered base rates. The growth of the financial market.s was 
further helped by the considerable expaasion of the T-Ixmd market, w ith the Ministry 
of Finance issuing some USD 24 billion etjuivalem of bonds. For its pan. the Bank of 
China contracted to .sell USD I a billion of .state Ixmds during the year and handled the 
first sale of policy financial lionds. which rcpre.sentcd the turning over of a new leaf in 
Chine.se financial hi.storv-. 

Against this background, the Bank of Chimi. inciuding Its wholly-owned subsidiaries, 
generated in L'S dollar terms record pre-tax proi:t< or USD 2.3 IxHion. up 23"^' on ihe 
previous year, with assets also rising ".4'’'ti to reach a record USD 293 billion. 

VC’e continue to produce .strong results in the highly competitive market overseas. 

Pre-tax profits there, including those of all our overseas .subsidiaries, ro.se 1S% to USD 
I .H Ixllion. l.’SD 1.6 billion of which came from our branches and suirsidiaries in Hong 
Kong and Macao. After lixral taxe.s these overseas profits amounted to USD 1.3 billion. 

The assets of our o\ erseas liranches and all overseas subsidiaries ro.se by 1 .8% to USD 
1 55 Ixllion. Apart from overseas sui^sidiaries. our oversea.s branches at present account 
for 3i ."% of our total pre-tax profit.s and 2I.5'’nof our total as-sets. 

!n Cliina. the Bank (nor including domc-siic subsidiaries) generated pre-tax profits 
of USD 953 tniilion. Domestic a.sseis increased by ri.8% to USD 199 billion. The 
outstanding balance of Renminbi loaas at the end of the year was equivalent to USD 5" 
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billion. Foreign currena- loans amounted to I'SD 00 billion. 

Tliese figures reflea. 1 beliex'e. Ixxh our strength and our commitment to change. In 
my message last \ ear I reported that the Board vs as con\ inced that our future success 
would depend on the qualin- of rmr bank, not its size. Since then we have liegun taking 
.some of the tough decisions to implement this strategy'. In this year of reform. \\ hich 
will be the first of many, we have started restructuring the Bank, improving risk 
management, tightening internal controls and devoting much effort to longer-term 
business planning. To facilitate this process we have sought advice from leading 
international accounting and consultancy firms. .More details of what we haN e been 
doing are given on page 21 of the Business Review. 

One of the Board's key decisions is to take rigorous steps to improve the quality- of 
our assets. At home and abroad we have been willing to forego business even if it 
meant that the overall volume of our business or our market share would decline in a 
particular sector. 

These reforms and consolidation are important as in the year ahead, there will be 
further significant changes in China's financial markets. Tlte governnteni aims to reduce 
inflation further to below 6"'^. and econmnic grotvih to a more sustainable longer-term 
rate o( 8-9% p.a. In parallel, the Central Bank will strengthen its macroeconomic control 
over the financial markets .\t the same time, the government and the banks will 
continue exploring tN-av-s to deal with restructuring the finances of state-owned enterprises. 

In China, we shall face more intertse competition from Chinese and foreign banks. 
The Board firmly believ es, therefore, that the Bank must give full play to its .strengths. 
We see ourselves remaining a hank closely linked with international trade and finance, 
.More of our business, however, will be done directly with the successful state-owned 
enterprises, trading corporations and foreign-funded enterprises (to which we channeiled 
80% of our new loans last year). We are already looking more dosely at the needs of 
these customers, segmenting them accordmgly and providing them with carefully-tailored 
•services. 


Overseas, we have been prudently expanding our international network and 
considerably upgrading the services we are offering through it. In 1995. Etirotnoney 
meed us the best domestic bank in China. In 1996. Euromoneymedthe Bank the biggest 
bank in .Asia Cexctuding Japan) in terms of captial. refleaing our straight in the region as 
a w'hole. The future deN elopmem of our global network is driven by the Board's 
a.s.sessment that China will become more closely in\ olved in the world economy. .As the 
Renminbi becomes increasingly convertible o\ er the next few years, ^ e expea that 
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much more foreign capital will flow imo China through the Chinese securities markets 
and through fund-raising by Chinese enterprises abroad. 

A key element in the overall expansion of the Bank s operations at home and abroad 
will, the Board believes, be the dex’elopment of a strong inx'estment banking capability. 
It was this consideration that led the Board to decide to establish a \ ery new-.style bank 
as part of its network-the Bank of China International. This is a truly international 
investment bank that is incorporated in London, where it is staffed by an international 
team of bankers and capital market specialists, nie Board is committed to the prudent 
and successful growth of its operations. 

With the approaching return of Hong Kong to Chinese so\’ereigniy in Julv 1997. 1 
would like to reiterate the Bank's great confidence in the future of the territory. This 
judgement is based on Hong Kong's fundamental strength and the great stake China has 
in its continued success. We have no doubt about the determination and ability of the 
territory's government and supervisory authorities to maintain the stability and to promote 
the growth of its financial markets. Indeed, the Board expects that Hong Kong will plav 
a much greater role in funding the dei'elopmeni of China in the years ahead, both because 
of its ever growing importance as a maior international financial centre and because of 
its deep and realistic understanding of the opportunities in China. 

In the past twelve months there have been a few changes in our top management 
team. Mr Yang Huiqiu has gi\ en up his executive responsibilities but remains with us as 
Vice Chairman of the Board and we are {leased to be joined by .Mr Gao Dezhu and Mme 
Bai Shizhen. 

Thanks to the efforts of staff at home and abroad we achieved particularly good 
results in 1996 at the same lime as we began implementing several important reforms. 
On behalf of the Board. I extend our sincere appreciation to them all for the commitment 
they have .shown to the Bank. 




Wang Xuebing 


Chairman and President 
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BL'SIN'ESS RB7E\r 


In 1996. China's foreiRn trade increased by a modest .* I’r. tn a record 1 SD 29b 
billion. Exports rose bv and impons by 5% to USD ISl billion and L SD 1 S9 
billion respcctit'elv. China remained the tvorld’s 1 lih most important tracine n.ition. 
with Japan, the United Slates. Honp KonR and the European Union as its top trading 
panneis 

Uruil 1994 the Bank had a monoptslv of international trade finance, -ince then, 
it has been facing intense competition from both domestic and toreiun banks In 
the past vear it has been making rigorous efforts to improve the quality of us loan 
portfolio. This is the mam reason for the decline in the Bank's share m some .ispects 
of this busines-s. 





international settlements 



Tr<ide Seoinvitu 


The Bank's domestic branches handled import and expon pjvmcni.s ^ ith 
a combined value of USD 1 19 billion, accounting for iP r of the market. 
These figures represent a decrease of over 13'’'''' in l aiue and in 
market share respecti' el\’. 

Iniemaiional seulements have been speeded up by linking our 
domestic and overseas outlets to our correspondent banks. Our 
iniemaiinnai settlement network. ba.sed on the sWiFT •y^tem. hits 
expanded by nearly one time in the pa.st year It now imks Head 
Office and 162 key domestic branches and those we hate overseas 
with O’-f i.^OO correspondent banking partners around the world. 


In the foreign exchange markets, the Bank continued to he the 
pre-eminent Chinese institution. It handled the purchase of the 
equivalent of USD billion and the sale of USD 46 billion of foreign 
currencies, representing over 6396 and over 4196 of all such business 


respectively. 
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Credit to Chinese importers and exporters 

Durinfj ihe \ e.ir, ilif Hiink extended iouns toiallinR ilie equivaleni ot I SD ^l 
billion as tvorkins capital to Cliinese inipoft and expon enieiprises. The ontxanding 
balance of loans loiailed the eqiitvalcm of L'SD 2~ billum. down on I'W 

The Bank aai'.ely supports Chinese exporters of goods and services in winning 
major business overseas. It provides export credits to them and huver’s ciediLs to 
imponers in foreign countries Ov er the past year we have pnnided over I'SD 1 
billion in these Inrms of export finance. .\luch (rf it went to help ihee.xpoit of such 
major items a.s ships, power generation, aircraft, telecoms. In 1996. the Dank 
continued lo be involved in the financing of the Tehran suliway and a fertilizer 
plant in Peru, it has aLsolvegun financingilie.salesofapow'erstaiion and Chinese 
.iircrafts to Pakistan, and that of a deadweight hulk-carriertn the I'niied Maie.s. 

Letters of guarantee 

The Bank has also twen introducing new types of letters of guarantee to help 
those involved in using foreign capital, impoiting modem technologv-. high prioniy 
infrastniaure projects, e.sporting and oversea.s labour protects. Thi.s noi only indudes 
the traditional import payment letter of guarantee, hot 
.ilso bidding guarantees, perl'ormance bonds. 

■’repayment guarantees, loan guarantees, overdraft 
guarantees. lea.sing guarantees, i.ini'f payment 
guarantees, maritime liabilities. I>ills payment, to name 
just a few, In 1996, it l.ssued over b.^hO .such letters, 
with a combined value of nearly L'SD 2s billion. 

IJMh<<aiii=iiTg| 

In keeping with government pnonnes. the Bank has 
over the pa.s[ l" years provided .some L'SD “9 Ivillion 
(mainly in hard currency) for projeci finance. 

Approximately, half of this .sum has gone into the 






383 


upgrading « technotogv* in state-owned enierpnses. a quaner trio the strengthening 
nt* China's infrastructure and basic industries, and the remaining quarter into 
developing foreign 4urKled enterpri^. 

New tedinology 

The amount of new loans extended by the Bank to support the continued 
introduction of new technology to Chinese industrt' in 1996 totalled about L SD 4.6 
billion. The loans were used mainly hy targe and medtum-.sized state-owned 
enterprises and foreign-funded enterprise.^ producing light industrial prrxiucts. 
textiles, autos, chemicals, machinery and electronics. At the end of the year, the 
outstanding balance of such loarts amounted to USD 19.2 billion in foreign exchange 
actd the equivalent of USD 2.4 billion in Renminbi. 

(nfrastruaure and basic industries 

During the year the Bank has chanitelled USD Nllion in loans attd credii.s for 
the detelopment of China's infrastructure. N'ew buyer's credits totalled U.SD 1 
billion (bringing the outsunding balance to USD 9.8 billion J. foreign gotemmeni 
knns L'SD 200 million (outstanding balaiKe USD 2.7 billion >. commercial loans USD 
540 million (outstanding babnce USD 4.5 billion) and mixed loans USD 61 million 
(outsiattding balance USD 1.7 billion). These Inarw were concentrated on projects 
in the ket' etteigt'. transponaiion. lelecom.s and raw material seaors. 

Foreign-funded enterprises 

The Bank b doseK' invc^ved in this rapidly expanding sector. In 1996. the 
inflow of direct foreign invesuneni increased b\’ 12% to USD h 2 billion, thus bringing 
the total foe the past five years to USD 152 billion. Foreign-funded enterpri s es nosv 
aceeutu for neaih- 40% of Gtina's loul foreign trade and contribute nearly a quarter 
of total imiustrtal production. 

There are approximately 270.000 foreign-funded enterprises in China, of which 
140.000 now have accounts with the Bank. .Major multinational companies are 
invoKed in marty of these enterprises. 
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Lost v-ear ihe Bank loaned tlwequn'jiemol I'SD l^ttMIbjntindudins L>n-« ^ 
Nliion in tbreign currency*! tor norkins i-jpnal and fixed asset inttnament. Tiiis 
hrought the accumulated total of loans to date to the eqtn'aleni at i’SD NUion. 
,At the end of 1996 the Bank accounted forSl'ifcin RMB andKl%inA)ieifir. curtenc\' 
of China's outstanding loans to foreign-funded enterpnses 


An increasing propottion ctf these loans has gone to such large foreign-funded 
protects as the Daya Bay nuclear power plant in Guangdortg. the Mawan pon’er 
station in Shenzhen, the Hitachi cokxirTV tube tnitH-v%ntuie plant m Shenzhen and 
the Motorola electronics toit»-\-enture in Tianjin. 

Fund'raising abroad 


The Bank continues to he acti^'e in the iniemaiioiul capiul markets raising 
funds to assist China s economic de^'elopmenc. 


in 1996 the Bank concluded arrangement with the Japanese 
Ei^on-lmpon Bank for a USD 2.35 hillion loan. The Bank also 
made other special arrangements that raised U50 I." hiiUon 
forenergy and infrasiruaure related kutu. In addkion. the 
Bank issued HKS A hilikm ( L'SD 520 million) floanr^ deposit 
notes, the largest Hong Kong dollar denomiiuced issue that 
i im eivr undertaken. VCiih the approval of the Central 
Bank, the Bank is prepanng to issue a sizeable x olume of 
bonds in 1997. 



The Bank has been ver)' successful in cominuiiy to attract 
deposits. During the year deposNs in both kical and foreign 
currencies rose fn- 23"^. w «h a large pan of the increase coming 
front enterprises. 



Renminbi deposits again rose strongly, by (be equivaleni ot 13012 
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Tunnvrt oj BOC Cwat VEaK Cord 
(I SD KXHwi 


■•Mllionio 1>D V)l>i!linn, up ’ft '. Some 4^’' 
available on demand, with the remaining ^7"'' i’cing nine 
depoMt^. Corporate and per^onal savings account tor ' 
anti b5 oi liie kkjI respecitceiy Foreign currents deposits 
rose a further !9"* to wer USD 32 billion. Tliese resiuls give 
the Bank almost a market .share of all RMB deposits and 
just over 46‘.' of all foreign currency deposits. 

We nw hate l.‘>00 AT.Ms i"00 of which are on-line) in 28 
major business cities. .As a result, ourcard and other elearonic 
isanking serv ices have !>een expanding rapidly. We now provide 
a comprehensive range of Great Wall cards - both dehit cards and 
credit c'.trds — for um.- in China and aliroatl. 


In 1996. which coincided with the l<kh anniv et'aiy of the issuing ot the first 
Great Wall card, the number of customers rs iih cards stiared from 2.3 million to -4. 
million. The number of shops and businesses accepting these cards rose hv some 
6% to over 33.000. Tlie turnover on l<Kai ciuiencv Great Wall Credit Cards was the 
equhalent of USD 3'lHlli<m. TlteoiRstanding RMB 
credit balance was she 
equivalent of I’SD 2.3 l>iilion 
The Hank handled 
foreign credit card 
transaclioas Kxalling ISO 8Vi 
million in 1996 on bel.a f of 
Mastercard. Visa. Diners Club and 
American Express. We retained a "0^ 
shareofihismarkei which grew by mote than iSlf in 199fv 
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[Restructuring.arT±ReforTn:otOperatiom 


The many difTereni aspects tn restructurins are aimed at (ncusinjt ilie efforts »t 
the Bank on the ciunsinj! needs of custnmen. In parallel, ts-e have been iiKhtenint; 
Head Office's control over the branch openiiions. This Is lo enhatKe our altility tt> 
manage risk as our operatioas become completely coiranerciaJLsed and to enable 
the Bank to make better use of its funds, to .speed up loan procecluics and to provide 
a more coordinated .sert'ice to rjur customers. 

Recent events in Japan. Korea and TItaiiand hav'e underscored the importance 
of carefully and continuously monitoring the quality of assets. To this end. we have 
separated the resptrnsihility for processing loans from that of matuging our overall 
credit risk. The new asset liability management .sy.stem is being intctxluccd 
throughout the Bank. We itav e reinforced these nwasures bv centralising in Head 
Office the auditing of our main bmnches in China and our ovetseps operatkMis. We 
are the first Chine.se bank to do so. 

Information lechnologt’ is beginning to improve our rtperaiioas by speeding 
up transaaions and conserting intrirmaiion into knotv ledge At present <Hir nettvork 
links Head Office with "TO"'' oi all the main urt'cin branches and in the coiLstal Iteli we 
have integrated networks tviihin each of the mam cities Tliis network. Iwdsed up 
o\' a satellite link, is i>ring de\ eloped into the inforntnion Miper-liighwav firr tlte 
Bank's operati<w.s tiricl-wide. The system, w hich is cu.ston>ef-<iriented. deals with 
retail and wholesale hanking, loans, settlements and accounts. 
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With iheoiabii^hmcnt of’<nir tntt-rn.;'.:onai invv>imem iMik in London ai the 
end ot' l‘W6. i!k“ iijnk irf Clunj lnUTna:;.'n4l. wt- afe now ahic lo i*lTcr an t^cn 
xmier laitfee tif •^rn iccN to our customer' 

The fkiidc China ImemaikmaJ is an in Jq^endwtth' marufied suhstdian-. suffed 
hy a mp team of intemaiional im esimcr.; bankers and capital market specialists, 
which concentrates <» corporate t'liunce < .i J' isop- and international primao' listinttsi. 
struaured finance, capital market operatu-ns i inciudins secondap- debt and etiuity. 
sales, tradmit and distribution > and the .-tr-iaurinfi ot fiind.s for direct investment in 
Chma. The Bank of Otina International 'v 'rks closelt- with the Bank’s branches in 
laindon. Mont: Kona. Son Y<«k. Tokyo ar.J. ol cotitsc. those tn China itself. 

Tlic inimdiiction oi fterv Kmkinfs tecitnolosy has consideraWy enhanced the 
rantte and speed <a services we provide ;n trade finance and ftM-ensn c•schanJ^f 
tran-sfers. the use credit cards and the ttrjniing of loans. For examine: 

- our imcmaiional settlement network, based on the SMITFT s>-siem. now links 
Head Office and I6i kc-v domestic branches and those we have rnerseas with 
4jur .<."00 correspondent hankinK partners aniund the world; 

- mir elc'ctror.ic payments system >« provides real'iime payments and 

'cfllementsior .iliwist lafices in t.te nuin Inisiness areas in CItina, Thitxijjli 
this .svsMfintofeija* exchange pay>^'"' artxind the world are ckrared wehin 

one business day: 

• boldcKol cards issued hv- the Bank ; Cliina Croup in Hong Kong and Macao 
can now draw cash and nuke transler payments at "00 .\TM» in Ift major cities 
in China. Tliis network e.vpanded hv tinuisi W' m the past tear 

• we are the first Chinese bank tn ioir. \ isa .kTM Plus ami this service, which is 


aheadv in ti.'e in Guangzhou and Tiar.:;n. will .soon be available in ocher major 
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. rcquesis for loans in Cliina can now ix* prrx.'essed more craickh* foUowini! Uk* 
introduction of the new IT s\-stem; 

. the Bank offers a more extensn e range trf leMets ot guarantee titan an\- other 
Iwnk in China and these can be processed raptclb- thirxi.uit ( -ar branch neiworit. 

For customers with special requirements we 
profide IT links directly with tlieir head otTice so 
as to faciliute the handling of their \ arkHts banking 
needs. 'Xe can also arrange for staff to visit the 
offices or homes of ovir customers if they prefer. 

The addresses and telephone fax numbeis of 
niir mam branches in China and ihtxse abrtxid are 
given r>n pages h9-Ss. To help our international 
clients we have staff in each branch who speak 
English wdUand often other major languages). '9i'e 
are alwavs pleased to talk to customers or potential customers about their needs 
and encourage them to s isit «)ur branches to examine tite range of serv ices we can 
offer. 



The imernatioruil operaiion.s of the Bank and its subsidiaries continued to 
produce grjod results In 19%. w ith pre-tax profiw rising In- ix to VSD 1 billion, 
of which I ■(* billion came from our operations in Hong Ktmg and Macao- 

Total ON-erseas i-wets. including those of all overseas subsidiaries, now amount 
to USD ISS billion. In keeping with the Bank's policy of consolidation, these j.ss«s 
only grew b>- l.tTki in t'W6. 'niiswiussignificantlv below the average for the pastS 
yeani. 

Our aicsettin Hong Kong and .Macao totalled U.'»D liONIlion. upi-J'^'on IW 
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and JCCfHirMfv; :'r ' «»f lht«c mxTsca>. ' nir«'‘.vr'-i.‘.i> a>>cl>- ci't-NviiL-fv lot.illcil 

t SD3S hiiiior.. i ■ the ptvv«>iis xvar 
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> 


i 



Overseas ucoosiis grew Iw in 1*W> to a total of I 'SD '>■ ’ 'lihon. ■ oi 
wiuch were nude in Hong fwingand Macao 'llic 'jrowili in those iionosils rotlecivi. 

the efforts the Bark and it- 
^lIhsidiarie^ have made to meet 
tlie needs of the;r i lients. 

At the end r: I'Wi. the total 
liiitsianding ha.anco of loans 
and laxlii was I 'D hillion. a 

tins figure. syntiK.itod loan.' rose 
i>v ira to a K-Mi of rsn 4.<« 
Billion, laians made to Ohineso 
companies overseas rose Iw UV't' 



to USD S.“ biUion. 


The [iank of China coiMinued to lie active in the imemaiional ir.:ertsank m jrkei. 
where its total trading aiwninted to USD aS billion, wlik'h wa.» alnv": ilie s;ime as in 
IW(l'SD-*v biHioni. Tlte volume of bonds and 'eairiiics Ixnigiv. viuring the year 
declined by " to USD lO.bbiUion. 

'K'ith the esiabiishment of the Barrk of China Iniernaiionul at the end of 1906. 
the Bank made a signiTicant entry into imemational investment bartking businetw, as 
is explained on page 22. Prior to beginning hii.siness in januun’ the Bank of 
China Iniemaiionul was acttvely working w iih several t>f the reeeri iniich of major 
Chinese state-owned enterprises that h:oe lieen appnn eU for over«eas li.sting. 


Inadditionto the opening of its new investment btink In laindc n, the Ikink also 
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expanded its operations m Thaibnd and N'ietnam: the Bunskok hrandi has ix-en 
grattted a t^-holesale hankins licence and our branch in Ho Chi Minh Cin* is aireadv 
in operation. Preparations are continuing to open additiortal branches in .VbLiy>M. 
Zambia (our first in Africa) and Italy. The Bank note has a total of ^53 branches 
overseas (including BOC Group in HK St Macao and iu subsidiaries). B more than 


In keeping n-iih the expan^on of its intemtuional acth iiies. the Bank teasckisdv 


involved in an increasing number of imernattonal meetings and 
conferences. In April the Chairman and Presideni of the Bank. 

.Mr Wang Xuebing. hosted the .Ksia^Pacific Bankers' Club 
.\nnual Meeting in Beijing for delegates from (i 1 major *^'1 

hanks. It was the ftisi time that it had been hekl in Cliina. t, . 

In October. .Mr Wang attended the annual I.MF/WorUI 
Bank meeting, in which the Bank has for many yean 




putictpated. 


The number of high<lexel visitors to our Head 
Office continued to increase. .Many of these tvere the 
heads of top international hanks with which we 
.‘xjperate closely. Over twenty of them were received 
by Chinese leaders, including President (tang Zemin. 
Pretniet U Peng. Chairman of the National People's Congress 
Qi>o Shi and Vice Premie r Zhu Rongji. 
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THE BANIC Of CHIN A IN’ HONG KOSG .AND MACAO 

HnnsKtvU! ha: rndeot riaceinihe intcma(H>njl neiu-ork ot the Bimk <» Clun^ 
In this hiehly comreritire (raJtne and hnancial centre the Bank ha$. over the ve.ir^. 
eraduatlv expanded ::: <harc in the rapiJlv gnnvinQ htnkmc market and no» takes a 
^uaner n( all defxwu: anJpmv-tJesatilThtH all Hiwc Ktvie dollar ioara. S<>me'N‘%.<r tt< 
loam are htr client* :n Hiwe Kiwe> with a further 7% in China. Throuch thi* e. 
involvement in Hon; Ktitvi the Bank has pbyed an important part in pmmoiint: > 
success. 




In Hong Kone and Macao the Bank operates through the Bank ot’ China Group, 
which comprises 14 memher hanks and a numher of subsidian* companies with close 
links to particuiar seemems ot' the matket or pmvidine specialist services. The Croup is 
deeply rooted both in Kone. ivhcre the Bank of China opened its first branch SC 
vears a«o, and in Maca^t. It none thepillais ot' their tespcccis-e financial estaNishmvnr^ 
It is the second largest group m Hone Kong and the htEest in Macao. Some 98% ot' »iai. 
are U<aL Moreover, as a responsible member of the community, the Group accivelv 
supports many local charities, cultural events and educational programmes. 



In 1996. the Group had another very good year. Its assets, including those ot' its 
subsidiahes. aiaoutKei to USD I !9.$ billion, up over 3.}%, with pretax ptofiB up by just 
ktver 20%. TheCiuursdeposiis totalled USD 76.4 billion and loans USD43 bilthm. up 
1 2.6% and 14% respectivelv >>n the prevusus year. The ratio of loans to de|x«jts was a 
conservative 56%. 

In October 1996. the Bank issued USD 520 million iHKS 4 billion) of floating 
intctest race cettdicaces. Over 60 Hot^ ICone*haaed financial inwitutions pankipaced in 
this Mue. which was 3 6 times oversubscribed compaied with the planned issue amount 
•if'HKS 2 billion. This was the largest 5*vear CD issue ever undertaken in HongKmg. 

'ntc Cfoup is ck'seh- involved m hnancing mafot local infrastructure projects. These 
include the new Hone Kiwig aupon and telaied projects, the Route 3 Highway (Ciuntry 
Park) and the huge pr.Tvn^' developmems at the Taikoktiui and Central scaiions on the 
new airpoet tailwar. The Geviup has also been investing on its own account in Hong 
Kong ihtuuidi ditecr ins'esimems. eipsity invesinienis and real estate. 
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Continued success in Hon" Kone s sophisticated and cotr.rentive market has 
reiiuited the Group to he hichlv innovative in providinc new ser.nces and products. It 
was one of' the first to mtnxluce telephone bankinc. 24-hour selt-sen ice hanking centtes 
and Visa Cash smart cards. The Group is exploring the teasthilir.' ot "home raiJunc'- 
The Group s network of nearlv 400 branches, the largest >n Hong Kong, also prtn-kles 
distribution channels for a wide-range of hanking and non-hanking products. The Otuip 
now ranks amongst the top ten irtstitutions in Hong Kong dealing with 
securities, credit cards and insurance. 

In the light of the problems hanks have laced in ocher cmincnes the 
Group has been strengthenine the management and cnrsnol in keeping 
with the best modem practices. Like other hanks it is payirtg increasii^ 
ittention to the credit worthiness of its borrowers and the viabilin.- c* the 
protects in which thev wish to invest, he thev loaru ksr use in Hisne Kong 
ot anvwhere abroad. 

The Bank of China started to issue Hong Kong Dollar banknotes in 
May 1994 and Macao Pataca banknotes in October 1995. The notes issued 
by the Bank accounted for 1 l'\i isl' those in circulation in Hong Kong and 
50% Of those in Macao rv the end of 1996. 

Throughout 1996. the Bank of China chaired the Hong Kong 
■kssiKiatton m' Banks. Fne .-^ssixiacusn worked vw etfectnelv to lacilitate 
the operation artd long-term des-elopmenc ot' Hong Kong's banking sector. 

Among others, the Asstxiationand its member banks worked closelv with 
the Hong Kong Monetan- Authority in the successful introduetk'n ot' the 
Real Time Cross Settlement mechanism by the end of 1996. 

The Croup firmly believes that its success is closelv linked to the vw-erall 
success of Hong Kong. It has. cheretore. committed itself to conemuing 
heavy invesrmenu in Hong Kong to grow its business there and io help <o 
local customen to grow rheirs. 
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Bank of China Balance Sheet 


9 


Asset Items 

31 December. 1996 

31 December. 1995 

3 1 December, 1 994 

Assets 




Cash 

1.239 

1.365 

1.296 

Due from Central Bank 

13.764 

11,754 

9.247 

Due from banks 

65.470 

68.621 

62,182 

Bills discounted and 
remittances bought 

5.625 

4.887 

4,019 

Loans and overdrafts 

128.011 

115.27; 

103,004 

Securities 

19.990 

17.087 

20,698 

Investments 

3.258 

3.520 

3,466 

Fixed assets 

3.089 

2.767 

2.007 

Receivables 

7.320 

6.673 

5,994 

Other assets 

6.148 

7.914 

5,616 


Toul 

2S3.9I4 

239.860 

217.529 

Contracts and 
continftent assets 

Receivables under 
forward contracts 

15.629 

15.652 

21.537 

Collections receivable 
for customers 

11.846 

13.371 

14,291 

Customers' liabiliries under 
lerters of credit and cuaranree 

41.58! 

41.952 

40.572 

Trust assets 

13.004 

11.748 

11,397 

Total 

82.060 

82.723 

87,797 


402 


IN ( <n .\tlLUON 


Liability hems 

31 December. 1996 

31 December. 1995 

51 December. 1994 

Liabilities 




Due to Centrai Bank 

::.639 

22.270 

::.348 

Due to banks 

50.853 

52.958 

41.753 

Deposits 

150.849 

135.761 

127.215 

Remittances 

3.109 

1.333 

4.293 

Pa>'abies 

<.948 

<.779 

>.974 

Bonds issued 

2.474 

2.S76 

•'.311 

Other liabilities 

2.490 

2.450 

1.515 

Total 

241.362 

228.427 

207.909 


Net wonh 

Capital 

6.266 

6.252 

5.551 

Surplus 

2.641 

1.670 

5.153 

Resen'es 

3.017 

2.948 

2.274 

Pmht aiier tax 

628 

563 

642 

Total net worth 

12.552 

11.433 

9.620 

Toal liabilities 

and net wonh 

253.914 

239.860 

217.529 


Contracts and contingent 
liabilities 




Payables under 
forward ciMtfracts 

15.629 

15.652 

21.537 

Crtlleccions for customen 

11.846 

13.371 

14.291 

Leners of credit and euarantce 

41.581 

41.952 

40.572 

TruK liabilities 

13.004 

11.748 

11.397 

Total 

82.060 

82.723 

87,797 
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Bank of China Profit and Loss Statement 

January 1 -December 3 1 

1996 

1995 

IN USD MILLION 

1994 

Income 

Interesi income 

14^ 

14.832 

11.715 

Commissions & ocher income 

U75 

2,039 

2,013 

Total 

16.938 

16.871 

13.728 

Expense 

inKrest expenses 

12,643 

12.559 

9,835 

Commissions & ocher expenses 

1,60$ 

1.890 

1,508 

Administraiive expenses 

1,295 

1. 170 

958 

Total 

15.543 

15.619 

12.301 

Profit before tax 

1395 

1,252 

1.427 

IcKome tax 

767 

689 

785 

Profit after tax 

628 

563 

642 
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additional information 


I'l Cunencv compMuion 
of deposiu(unconsolida(«d. 



11 Dec 14% 

Dec. 1995 

•'1 Dec. 1994 

RMB 

40.5 

43.9 

35 1 

Foreien currenev 

59.5 

56.1 

64.9 

1-2 Depmiu in terms 
of maturitv (unconsolidated, ‘’'o) 

31 Dec. 19% 

31 Dec. 1995 

51 Dec. 1994 

Demand deposits 

42.6 

48.6 

495 

Time deposits 

57.2 

51.4 

50.5 

less chan 1 vear 

27.6 

26.5 

20.2 

I vear or ioneer 

29.6 

249 

50.3 

1'3 Depositor composition(unconsolidated. 

JI Dec. 19% 

31 Dec. 1995 

31 Dec. 1994 

Individuals 

41.1 

38.8 

32.S 

Enterprises 

.37.8 

38.3 

40 2 

Administrative entities 

21.1 

22.9 

27.0 

2-1 Lettdings in terms 
of maturitv (unconsolidated, '’ol 

3! Dec. 19% 

31 Dec. 1995 

51 Dee. 1994 

Leu than 1 rear 

59.9 

592 

58.4 

l'3 year (not includms J year} 

15.3 

15.1 

139 

5‘5 year (not includms 5 year) 

7.0 

7.3 

7.5 

5 year ot lonser 

17.8 

18.4 

20.2 

2*2 Currenev composition 
of lendings (unconsolidated, 

3! Dec. 19% 

3) Dec. 1995 

31 Dec. 1994 

RMB 

44.8 

43.5 

446 

USD 

39.8 

41.9 

38.4 

JPY 

5.9 

6.3 

7,9 

Other 

9.5 


9.1 

2*3Geognphieal structure 
of Icndiogt (unconsolidated. *o) 

3) Dec. 19% 

3) Dec. 1995 

51 Dee. 1994 

Domestic 

896 

89.6 

89.5 

Overseas 

10.4 

10.4 

10,5 

3'1 Changes in bad loan 
provisions (principal) 

(unconsolidated. USD million) 

.31 Dec. 1996 

31 Dec. 1995 

31 Dec. 1994 

Provisions 

balance at beeinnine ot term 

2402 

1.789 

1.413 

provisions made during the term 

547 

795 

549 

balance at term end 

2464 

2.3% 

1,761 

Write-offs 

485 

188 

201 


Note: The difference rer w een (he ierm-end (■aurKC or (he prev 


rear anj hitancr « the hccnnine c« (he cuncni 


jlr pi the diherent exchanee ra 





405 


Consolidated Balance Sheet ot the Bank and Its Whollv-Owned Subsidiaries 





Asset Items 

31 December, 1996 

31 December. 1995 

31 December. 1994 

Assets 




Cash 

1.372 

1.487 

1.408 

Due from Central Bank 

13,897 

11.794 

9.291 

Due from banks 

81.435 

80.764 

75.176 

Bills discounted and 
remittances bought 

S.747 

7.883 

6.293 

Loans and overdrafts 

145.479 

131.079 

116.273 

Securities 

23.110 

20.117 

’’2 02’’ 

Investments 

650 

682 

703 

Fixed assets 

3.456 

3.110 

2.299 

Receivables 

\!16 

7.528 

6.42S 

Other assets 

6.292 

8.009 

5. 778 


Toul 

292.5S4 

:T2.453 

245.671 

Contracts and 
contingent assets 

Receivables under 
forward contracts 

26.042 

23.938 

34,685 

Collections receivable 
for customers 

13.936 

14,772 

15.364 

Customers' liabilities under 
letters of credit and guarantee 

46,672 

47.760 

46.121 

Trust assets 

15.070 

14.143 

14.011 

Total 

101,720 

100.613 

110.1S1 
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Liabilttv Items 

31 December, 1996 

31 December. 1995 

IN V>D .MILLIO.X 

31 December, 1994 

Liabilities 

Due to Central Bank 

22.656 


:2,:s5 

20.S65 

Due CO banks 

56,316 


55.28.3 

44.078 

Deposits 

181.278 


163.468 

151,266 

Remittances 

3.129 


3.355 

4.309 

Payables 

LV39 


‘J.896 

9,600 

Bonds issued 

2.478 


2.884 

',311 

Other liabilities 

2.921 


2.920 

1.763 

Total 

278,817 


260.091 

235.192 

Net worth 

Capital 

6.266 


6.252 

.3.551 

Surplus 

2.641 


1.670 

3,153 

Resen-es 

3.765 


3.568 

2.784 

Profit after tax 

1.067 


872 

991 

Total net worth 

13.737 


12.362 

10.479 

Total liabilities 

and net uorth 

292.554 


:7:.453 

243.671 


Contracts and contingent 
liabilities 




Pavables under 
forward contracts 

26.042 

23.938 

54.685 

Ciilleccions for customers 

13.936 

14.772 

15.364 

Letters of credit and guarantee 

46,672 

47.760 

46.121 

Trust liabilities 

15.070 

14.143 

14.011 

Tout 

101.720 

100.613 

110.18! 
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Consolidated Profit and Loss Statement of the Bank and Its Wh<JlY>owned subsidiaries 


jdnuan- I-December3I 

1996 

1995 

IN U^D MILLION 

1994 

income 

Interest income 

17.68H 

16.965 

13.242 

Commissions & other income 

2.732 

2.436 

2J74 

Total 

20.416 

19.401 

15.616 

Expense 

Interest experues 

14.593 

13.794 

10.703 

Commissions & other expenses 

■ 1.890 

2.264 

I.73I 

Administrative expenses 

1.650 

1.484 

1.238 

Total 

18.133 

17,542 

13.672 

Profit before tax 

:.:s3 

1.859 

1.944 

Income tax 

1.216 

987 

953 

Profit after tax 

1.067 

872 

991 




408 


Accounting Policies 


The princirai nccounrinc pi'iicies adt'ptcd m 
rhe prepuracicn ot the financial .‘tatements an* «ci 
out below. 

U) Basis of preparation 

The financial statements of the Bank of 
China are prepared on an historical cisst basis and 
in accordance with the relevant laws and 
rcEulations ot the People's Republic ot China, 
includine the P.R.C.'s Accouminc Law. Enterprise 
Accountine Norms. General .Accountinc 
Procedures of Enterprises and Rcculations 
Reeardine Financial Activities Financial and 
insurance Enterpnses. 

Accountinc records are maintained on an 
accrual basis. 

The financial statements of Bank of China 
(the parent companv) represent the acgrepateJ 
profit and loss accounts and balance sheets of the 
head office and its domestic and foreicn brarKhes. 
.tftcr eliminatinc all internal accounts and 
transactions. 

The consolidated financi.il st.itetnencs 
include the .iccounts or the parent companv and 
Its whollv-owned subsidianes: Bank of ([Thina Trust 
and Consultancy Companv. Bank of China 
iLuxembourc'.China Development Finance Co. 
(H.K.). Ltd.. Vien Yieh Commercial B.»nk Ltd.. 
China Si South Sea Bank Ltd., Kinchenc Bankinc 
Corp., China State Bank Ltd.. National 
Commercial B.ink Ltd., Sin Hua Bank Ltd.. B.ink 
of China (Russia). Bank of China lKa:akhstan) 
and Bank ot China (C.inada). The income and 
expenses and assets and liabilities of all such 
subsidiaries .ire included in the relevant captions 


in the consolidated financial statements after 
eiiminatmi: .all inter-ci'mpanv .recounts and 
transactions. The accountinc year runs from 
January I to December 3 1 . 

(b) Fixed assets 

Fixed assets are stated .it cost, less 
.iccumulated depreciation. Depreciation is 
c.ilculated on a siraichi-line basis usinc rates laid 
JowT! by the Ministrv I't Finance. 

(c) Loans and overdrafts 

Loans and overdrafts are stated .it the amount 
ot principal outstandmc- 

Provisums are set aside auainst possible credit 
losses, based on a vear-end appraisal of limans and 
related commitments to extend further credit. 
Chances in the amount of the provision are 
charged acamsc the profit and loss account for the 
year. 

Loans are scheduled to be wntcen off against 
the provision when it is considered that there ts 
no realistic prospect of recoverv of some or all of 
•he loan. 

Non-pvriofminc loans are classified ,i' 
doubtful lo.ins and bad loans. Loans are classified 
. 1 $ doubtful when anv principal repavmentsare past 
due or when a Kurower ceases prfduction or an 
underlvine project is srofY^d. Bad loans are those 
with no prospect of repayment and which will be 
written olt in ttill. 

The provision for credit losses is not deducted 
from kvins and overdrafts in the balance sheet, 
hut is reported as a component of net worth. 

(d) Securities 

Securities which are held as iong-term 
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investments <jre st.ueo at cost. 

(e) Investments in subsidiaries 

Investment* in subsidian.' undettnkinus are 

stated in the balance sheet ot the parent company 
at cost. 

(f) Foreign currency translation 

Assets and liabilities denominated in htrciim 
currencies are translated into the reportinij 
currencv (RMBl using vear-end exchange rates. 
Forsvard foreign exchange positions are valued at 
the prevailing market rates and anv gains or losses 
rhereon are included in the revenue t>r expenditure 
tor the current vear. 

.Assets, liabilities and results of operations <«t 
foreign branches atvi subsidiaries are reci>rded on 
the basis of the functional currency each entin*. 
usually the relevant local currency. For 
cortsolidation purposes, the asset*, liabilities and 
results of operations are eranslareJ into RMB at 
vear-end rates of' exchange. 

Exchange rate? are set by the State 
.Administration \'f Foremn Exchange. 

Exchange rates lor RMB acamst the L’S 
Dollar have been: 

Jl/l2/96fSSl ■ RMBV8.:9a2 
31/12/95 L'SSl - RMBV8.3179 

31/12/94 US51 -R.MBV8.444I 

(g) Income tax 

In 1996. the income tax rate set by the 
government for the Bank and iither state-owned 
commercial b.inkswas 55%. 


(h) Commitments and contingent liabilities 
C«>mmumer.t* rcprcsenrinc forward contracts 
entered into rv the parent ciimpany or its 
subsidiaries. C 'gether with commitments and 
contingent liabilities arising out of transactions 
carried out for customers (principally letters of 
credit, guarantee* and collectk'ns) where rhere is 
an oif'settingcia:m on those customers or another 
counterparty, are *hi>u-n direcilv under the balance 
sheet. 
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VERIFICATION STATEMENT FOR THE 1996 FINAL ACCOUNTS OF BANK OF CHINA 


• MARCH 

We have caretully examined all the hnancia! statements and the ntMes ot' the 1996 nn;il jcc(Hints 
of Bank of China and the relev ant account hooks and found all the fixtures in them genuine and 
correct, accurately indicutm.it the Bank'.s financial position at the end of and the re.sulis of 
the Bank's operation in the year. 


Ikiani of Superei-sors 

Bank of Cliina 
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FINANCIAL REVIEW OF THE UNCONSOLIDATED FINANCIAL 
STATEMENTS 


I. Overview of results 

The year 1 4*36 witnessed a steady crowth in 
the profits of the Bank, makinc it the leading 
domestic bank for the fourth consecutive >'ear. The 
pre-tax profit was USS 1.395 million, an increase 
of USS 143 million over 1995. The pre-tax prohr 
contribution of domestic operations accounted for 
USS 953 million, an annual increase of L'SS S5 
million; overseas operations contributed USS 442 
million, arowine by USS 5S million over the 
previous year. 

In 1996. the Bank further sttenj>thened us 
internal controls and asset quality, while at the 
same time reducine costs and raisins efficiency so 
as to Kiost profits. The growth in fixed assets was 


effectivelv controlled. Expenditure oniv 
increased in line with mtlanon. With a 5.6% 
growth in total as.sets. good profit growth ot 
1 1.2% was achieved. 

IL Profit and loss 
Interest income and expenses 

Interest income comprises interest earned 
on loans, overdrafts, bills discounted, negotiable 
documents, due from other banks and positive 
interest margins arising from interbank 
transactions. 

Interest expense comprises interest paid on 
deposits, borrowings, bonds issued and inter-bank 
transactions. 



1996 

1995 

Increase(decrease) 



(USS million) (USS inillion) 

(USS million) 

(%) 

Interest income 

14.663 

14.832 

-169 

-1,1 

Interest expenses 

12.643 

12.559 

64 

0,7 

Net interest income 

:.02C 

2.273 

-253 

-11 

Average interest rates: 

% 

% 



On interest bearing assets 

7.1 

7,8 



On interest bearing liabilities 

5.7 

6.1 



interest margin 

1-4 

1-7 




Commissions, other income and expenses 

Commissions and ocher income include all 
commissions received and earnings from foreign 
currency exchange, financial contracts and 
interest options, returns on investment and non- 
opemtional income. 

Commissions and other expenses include 
commissions paid, depreciation of fixed assets, 
provisions for credit-related losses, losses on roreign 
currency exchange, operations tax and surtax, 
premiums paid on financial ci’ntracts and interest 
options as well as non-operaeional expenses. 

(See box below] 


Administrative expenses 

.Administrative expenses include salary and 
pension benefits to staff, expenses on training and 
education, office supplies, .imoriisarion of 
intangible assets and expenditure on business 
travel, equipment maintenance and advertising. 

.Administrative expenses were USS 1.295 
million. USS 125 million up from 1995. .tn 
increase ot' 10-7%. This was the lowest in four sears 
and reflected the Bank's successful control over 
administrative costs. 
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1996 

(USS million) 

1995 Increase(decrease) 

<USS million) (USS million) (%) 

Commissions received 

459 

4V 

) 

0.7 

Gain on exchange 

623 

2SS 

)35 

116 

Investment profits 

1.C95 

1.065 

30 

2.8 

Other 

98 

2.V 

-132 

-57.4 

Total commission and other income 

2.275 

2.039 

236 

11.6 

Commission expense 

222 

169 

3) 

19.5 

loss on exchange 

228 

240 

-!2 

-5 

Operations tax 

450 

406 

42 

10.) 

Other 

725 

1.073 

-H8 

-)2.4 

Total commission and other expense 

1.605 

1.890 

-285 

-15 

Net commission and other income 

670 

149 

521 

349.7 


III Assets and liabilities 
1 . Assets 

Due from Central Bank 

At Dec. 5 1 . 1996. the Bank had USS 13.764 
million oi deposits .ind placements at the Central 
Bank, an increase of 1 7% over the previous year. 
This rise was mainlv due to the urowth of deposits 
placed with the Rank by domestic customers, 
which in turn increased the requirement for 
depostrs to he placed with the Central Bank. 

Balances placed with foreign central banks 
are included in the balance sheet caption 'Due 
trom banks . 

Loans and overdrafts 

At the end of 1996. the outstanding loans 
and overdrafts of the Bank were (JS$ 128.01 1 
million. 1 1 % more than in pres’knis year, rettecimc 
a similar growth rate to 1995. The total 
ixtiscaisdinc loar« to the domestic maricet was US5 
1 14.755 million, an annual growth of 1 1% over 
1995. which was within the credit limits 
administered K- the Central Bank. 

The loan portfolio of the Bank (before 
provisions) for 1996 u as follows (in million USD': 

Geographical: 

Domestic Loans 114.749 

Overseas Loans 13,262 


Currenev: 


USD 

50.897 

JPY 

7.591 

Othen 

12.136 

RMB 

57.387 


128.011 

Macuritv: 


Up to 1 vear 

76.628 

From 1 vear to 3 vears 

19.624 

From 3 vears to 5 vears 

8.999 

Over 5 ve.»fs 

22.760 


128,011 

.Asset (^alitv; 


.Normal Loans 

116.479 

0%'erdue Lo.an$ 

9.126 

Disubtful Loans 

2,064 

Bad Loans 

340 


128.011 


At the end 14 1996. the total amount of mm- 
performing loans was USS 2.404 million 
I including doubtful li^ns USS 2.064 million and 
bad loans USS 340 million), accounted for 1 .9'S> 
■4 the iHiisianding k>ans and overdrafts. 

Movements in loan loss provisions ( included 
in Reserves in the balance sheet) in 1996 were .is 


128.C1I 
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> 
3 : 
3 ; 



i.'liowt ( U?5 miiium): 

Amount at the hecinnini: or the vear 1.402 
Charce to profit and ios< account 547 

VXVite off 485 

At end of the year 2.464 

Provisions for bad loans at L’SS 2.464 million 
represent 1 .9% of the total amount t)f loans and 
overdrafts. 0. 1 5% lower than at rhe end of 1995. 
This represents 103% oi the total amount oi non- 
pen'ormme loans. 

Of the total of L’SS 2.464 million in 
provisions for bad loans. L'SS 1.S57 million was 
tor domestic operations, all of which was general 
provisions las the countn- s current accountine 
'V‘tcm Joes not permit specific pnsvisions); the 
romainmc L?5 607 million was for overseas 
.'perations. ot which cenerai provisions accisunted 
tor US5 231 million and specitic provisions. L'SS 
576 million. 

Securities and investment 

Securities purchased bv the Bank include 
bonds issued by Government accncies. 
international orcanisations and larce corponitions- 
Investments of the Bank refer to the Bank's equiiv 
interest in its subsidiarv undertakings. At the end 
of 1996, the Bank's portfolio of securities 
amounted to USS 19.990 million, an increase of 
1 7% over the amount in 1995. This increase was 
due to the Bank's recent purchase of USS 1 .CCC 
miiiion of US dollar bonds and .sls»> us purchase 
‘ 't larce quanriiics of rreasun- Kinds in the domestic 
market near the vear end. The Bank s ourstandme 
holdinc! of investments totalled USS 3.25S 
million, decreasinc 7 4% from the previous vear. 
Fixed assets 

The net Kxik i-alue of fixed assets at the end 
of 1996 stood at USS 3.CS9 million. USS 322 
million over that of the previous ve.n. markinc an 
increase of 1 1.6%. However this increase was 
lower than the 26.3% crovith r.ite »if 1995. it was 
also the lowest crowth rate since 1993. The net 
book value of domestic fixed as.<eis stood at USS 
2.269 million. 16.3% more than m the previous 
year, while the net hook value iv the fixed assets 
abroad was USS 82C million, decreasing b%- USS 
2.4 million from 1995. This marked the success ot 
the Bank's stnet control on c3p1t.1l experviiture. 
the reduction of fixed asset investment plans, arid 
reduced involvement in new construction projects. 


Other assets 

The r ink'sorhvr a-'iT? st.uM .it L’S5 ('.146 
milikin.ft the end of 1996. L'Si 1.7 ■'4 million lex 
than in rr.e previous vear. a decrease of 22.3' .'. 

2. Liabilities and equity , 

Due to Central Bank 

The ribnee due to Centr.il B.ink at the end 
.'f 1996 ‘t.'odat USS 22.6)‘5 million. US? 369 
million m.''re (han 1995. 

Balances due ro foreiL'n central banks arc 
included in the balance sheet c.iption 'Pue to 
banks . 

Due to banks 

-At the end ot 1996. Jepi'sit.s from other Kinks 
were US? 52.S53 million. US? 2.125 million less, 
•'r 4”i» K wer than m 1995. This was m.iinlv 
.ittnbutarie to the decrc.nsc in deposits at the 
Bank's oierseus branches. 

Deposits 

.At Dec. 51. 1996. customer deposits 
amounted to USS 1 50.849 million, increasinc bv 
USS 15.255 milliiin. or i 1% over the heure for 
1995. The stmciure of depiisits is as follows ifieures 
m USS miimml; 

Currenev: 


Foreien currenev ■'q.7|C 

RMB 01.139 


Maiunrv: 

Current Deposits 

Term Dep.'sirs 

Within 1 vear 

Over 1 vear 

: v'..549 

r4.54S 

S6.50I 

41.649 

44.652 


150,849 

Customers: 


Individual Deposits 

61.969 

Corporate Deposits 

'7.051 

institution.il Deposit 

31.829 


1 50.549 


Bonds issued 

-At the end of 1996. Kmds issued totalled US? 
2.474 miiiicm. USS 402 million less than in 1995, 
mamlv due to the redemption or' maturing bonds 
exceeding the issue of new bonds. 
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Other liahilitie* 

Other iiabiltties stiHxl at L‘SS 2,490 miiiion 
at the end of 1996. an increase at 1.6% o\*cr 1995. 

Ca|rital and surplus 

At E)ec. 31, 1996, the Bank's issued share 
capital was L'SS 6.266 milliisn, unchanjjed in RMB 
from the previous year, while the surpiiu snsixJ at 
USS2.641 million increasing by USS97I million 
over 1995. The major reasons for this increase 
lA-ere. firstly, the Bank, as required bv the Ministn- 
of Finance, has set aside surplus reserves and a 
public welfare fund: seccsndiv. the reserves «h the 
Bank's ov-erseas establidtments were iiscrcased. 

Reserves 

Bv the end of 1996. the Bank's pri>vi<iion$ 
( includine provisions tor doubtful kvins and bad 
loans, see Loatu and overdrafts) were USS ).C17 
million, L'SS 69 million nr 2.3% more than in 
1995. 

Condntenc assets and labilities 

As of Dec. 31. 1996. the outstandine 
contineent assets and continc^nt liabilities were 
USS 82,06l^ milliim. L'SS 663 million less than in 
1995, or 0.8% lower. Receivables under forward 
contracts and pay’abies under forward contracts 
stood at USS 15,629 million. 0.1% less than in 
1 995 : at the end of the s'ear. codec turns receivable 
for customers were USS 1 1.546 million. U.4% 
l«*wer than in the pres'Mw vear. These were larceiv 
due to the decrease in the volume of collection 
business of domestic branches. Customers 
liabilities under lenen credit and Guarantee was 
USS 41.581 million. 0.9% lower than in 1995- 
Total outstanding trust assecs/trust li^ilities K- 
year>end was USS 13.004 million growmg 10. 7% 
from the previous yean. 

IV Capital and Itquiditr 
Capital ratio 

The B.'mk has des'elopeJ its own systems tVe 
risk weightine its assets and off'halaiKC sheet 
exposures. .At the end of 1996 toui weiphted ndt 
assets (including off-balance sheet amounts) 
totalled USS 76.454 mtllton. When ciunpared 
with cquitv talterdeducctne reserves) of 9.535 

million thu produces a risk wetphted coital rario 
of 1 2.5% up fhxn 1 1 .5% at the end of 1995. 


Liquiditv 

The aeurecare r.ilance ot cash, deposits and 
placements with the Central Bank aivi other hanks 
was USS 80.473 million. L'SS 1.267 miiiion less 
than in 1995. Liquid assets at the end of 1996 
amounted to 3 1 .7% <.4 total assets. 2.4% lower than 
in the previous 'year, and represented 125% of 
customers' current account deposits, sliphtlv 
hieher than m the previous vear. These figures 
reflected the adequate liquiditv of the Bank. 

V Financial control and risk management 

The Bank is pursuing a programme aimed at 
the development of integrated management 
control which emphasises the strengthening of 
internal concml. minimising financial risks, and 
< 'pttmising the quaiitv ot assets. This has entailed 
'he rormalisation of ten baste principles: 

( 1 ) The percentage of overdue loans shall 
not exceed 8% of total loans: diMibtful loans shall 
not exceed 5% of total ti>ans: and had loans shall 
not exceed 2% of total loans. 

(2) Loansshall not exceed 75% of deposits, 
and foreign currency Usans shall not exceed 85% 

foreign currerscy deposits. 

< 3) Loans m RMB with a maturity of one 
vear or more shall not exceed 120% of RMB 
deposits with a similar maturicv. and loans in 
foreign currency « ith a maturiiv of tme vear or 
more shall not exceed 60% of foreign eurrency 
deposits. 

1 4) The accregace amount or loans to a single 
customer shall not exceed 12 '■> of the iot,il net 
worth ot' the Bank, .ind the aggregate o)' all lixwvi 
to the ten biggest custismers shall not exceed 505(« 
of the Bank’s net wonh. 

(5) Assets mR.MB with residual maturity of 
32 davs or less shall not be less than 25% ot 
liabilities m RMB of a similar maturitv. and the 
same ratio for foreign currency assets to foreign 
currency liabilities shall not be bekm- 40%. 

(6) The ratio of liquid assets to liquid 
liabilities shall not be lower than 25%. and the 
ratio of liquid assets m foreign currency to liquid 
iiahiiities in thfeicncurrerKV shall rux be less than 
60%. 

(7) Interbank borrowing shall not exceed 4% 
of Total deposits: and interbank lending shall be 
no more than 8% oi total deposits. 

(B) RMB deposits and placements with the 
Central Bank atui cash shall not be lower than 
5% of depoMis; and foreign currerKV deposiu and 
placements with other banks and loreign currency 
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■:ajh shall not fail hciow 5'\' <4 toreiun currency 
deposits. 

v-i Thea% er.tce maturity of securities 
purchased shall nv't exceed 5 years and those 
securities with a maiunn' creater than S years shall 
not exceed 3C% I't the actrecate of all sucuntie>. 
(In this connection, domestic securities must he 
bonds issued by the Government or large domestic 
hanks, and foreign securities must he issued hv the 
G-7 countries and have a credit rating ot AA or 
better 1. 

(IC) Foreign branches cannot raise more chan 
L S51C million with a matunev of more than <wte 
\'ear without permission from the Bank's Board ot 
Directors. 

The Bank h.is continued to develop its 
intormation technology systems. Its Electronic 
Interbank System is already operational m l.5')2 
.'trices at or aKn^e countv level tor RMB payments. 
The Foreign Exchange Pavment and Clearing 
System started sipeiatinc beween the Hciid Office 
and four ma}or branches in the vear and the ne«- 
generation Cote .Accounting System was 
successful in its trial operation in Beijing. Other 
management information systems developments 
are continuing. These improvements will 
contribute to the strengthening itt the Bank's 
operational management, risk control, asset- 
liability management and also to the general 
improvement of the quaiitv ot its services. 

Omtrol has been improved hv the separation 
ot front •s'fr'ice and back-otf'ice operatuvis in foreign 
exchange de.iltnc. The Kick-otiice settlement 
function was rem<A ed from the Fs>reign Exchange 
Department and assigned to the .Accounting 
Department, thus further strengthening the 
control and monitoring of foreign exchange 
dealing and foreign exchange risk. 

A new credit management system has been 
established based on the principle of a hierarchy 
of credit approval and clear demarcation of 
responsibility. The credit department was 
msrganised into a Credit Business Department and 
.1 Credit Management Department, provcding 
separation between approval and monitoring 
functions and enhancing effective credit 
management. The revision of intemal policies, 
operational procedures, and the cl.inficacion ot the 
responsibilities or staff memben at different levels, 
have all contributed to improved credit risk 
foreca-srs and a more reliable control svstem. 

Funher improvements over the conduct ot' 


letter sUsaiarantce niMiwss w is .ichicved thnnigh 
more «i«tive rcc»- v va- oi .idvanccs. and a general 
tii^iening pt'licies .md guidelines in this area. 

The Bank implemented the Commercial 
Banking Law ot' the People » Republic ot China 
concerning the comprehensive examination and 
classification of .t>>eis. It also convened the 
investment and trust subsidiaries ot' its branches 
into depanments >'i those branches and the 
company direciiv owned bv He.vl Office into a 
department <4 the He.id Office. Management ot 
ptoject financing was itrenctfiened as were systems 
lo ensure all fees are cl-iimed and trust property is 
<afecuarded. 

Capital investment was directed to those 
branches with giv'd returns: where management 
was Cimsklered fi' h.ive undcf-penormed thev were 
either closed iv merged. Re-ourccs were directed 
to customer semee .wiiviiies r.ither th.m the 
purchase or Fixed assets. 

VI Branches, offices and emplovces 

.At the end ot 19d6. the Bank of China 
operated from 15.337 locations (excluding 
^uhsidtaries) inside the ciHintn’. .Apart from Head 
Office this compri.ed: >41 branches; 1.465 suh- 
branches: l,719business«>tt'ice$: 3.412 processing 
centres: and 8.39* Jep«Kii olt'ices. Some olt'ice* 
wete upgraded in the vear and in addition the Bank 
opened 7 sub-branches. 1 business office and 5C 
processing centres. Overall, there was a net 
reduction taking into account the cli'sure and 
mercer i4 existing . nices. Tot.ii >tart numK'rs grew 
bv 3.1 13 giving. .i>. I Dec. ii . 19*6. a total work 
force .M 197.079. 

The Bank's v'verseas operations expanded 
lunher dunne 1996. Significant ptogress was made 
with the Bank's application to open institutions 
in Malaysia. Mil.m and Z.imbia. The Bank of 
China m Bangkok received a full banking license 
and a luilv -owned merchant banking subsidiary. 
BOC Holdings internacionni. was officiailv 
registered m Londv'n. .At the end of 1996. there 
were 97 overseas u'C.mons. 4 more than m the 
prev'ious year, a result i>t the establishment ot' sub- 
branches under the Bank of China's Singapore 
Bnmch. Hong Konc Branch, and Macao Branch. 
In cirntrast. the number of overseas employees 
Jecre.ised bv 1C> to 4.7c3. primarily due to 
reductions m Hone leone. Macao and T^ikvo 
Branch«». 
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Main Offices & Branches at Home & Abroad 

Branches and sub-brancnes authonzeo to nandle intemaitonat oustness 


HEAD OFFICE 

• ; KfciiENGMcwn nAiir. 

HKIIIVO I'-oslK. CHINA 
:':a ”i*4H(:nocN 

I’lMCODK Ii"«lK 

ANHUI PROVINCE 

ANHUI BRANCH 

liFSKiLAL MANAC.KR 

•iM;HAN61IANG KOAl). IfEKKI 
:.‘'«f'I.A\Hn PROV. CHINA 
rL\.90ii.>fiHOCHFCN 
— I I‘«NiiiiAA1-’Im1Ah’ 
KAX.n''ilHhiiiAAl.>(MrN, 
i’O'TCf^Dt. ’.Allhl 

WUHU BRANCH 

:‘*llflltAhHAN HOAO 
■AVHI 

AMIl'IPROV CHINA 
■'!.\.om:'"j;'hi«k;cn 

! w 

'• ''Tcont; jtiirti 

MA'ANSHAN BRANCH 

INTERNATIONAL FINANCE HI II.niNC., 
Hf AXI ROAD. MA'ANnHAN, CHINA 
■n.N.'RiANW.MHfM 
TFL('m.iWA.2.Wl<)l 
F,A.\;(f«Khl<lAAA.>,A>ir!,l 
i>OSTCOnE: >A,All|l 

B EmNG CITY 

BEUNG BRANCH 

('•FNRRALMANVIKR 
NllZIlOM'iC.IANCi 
' V.AftAO LI .CliAOVA-M*. Di.'TRKT 
HPIIINO |l••l.>o. CHINA 
TLSiil'OfAHOCCnCN 

TF:LiiNa*..i.|iw,Al.>»H, 

! A\ nr-siv.ilo-liAlWAtih 
•■'TCODi; I'NO.hi 

CHON QOINO CfTY 

CHONGQING BRANCH 

cENEML MANAGER 
ItrANC.VrNMf 
JlsZHOV.MIAN^I ROAD, VI' 
ZIKJNO IMSTWa 
i'IIONO<;iN6 CHINA 

■!l.\:ror’cgn<x;<:N 

TEL: IIIi»lrilii>A4r««4> 
‘■.A.N;ii«N.MijA^,w*»in 
I'lMCODE I'AHIIA 

F UJIAN PROVIN CE 

FUJIAN BRANCH 

C.ENEAAL.VANAGER 

UNZilENMI' 

;'S IIEILI 'r.FI ZHOl «-> l. 
ii MAN PROV. A HINA 

n.v 'j>ii»)iyx:FT.iiAN 

T>'l ('latoi'iAoi.'AAA’A, 

EA\;'l»H4iilA*)|.-AA4|l<i 

ptMT/iDE tAnnoi 


XIAMEN BRANCH 

;-aL MASAI ifJ-: 
lORONi; 

•HVK in:niNAHi 
r-THHt BIN Wf.AI. 

■\:a.';:.n iwn 

' -i'NA 

rtx ••IJN.MBfKIf- 

a:t. .«MtiA*)>-N>v,-' 

FAX •w.itfiO’.A... 
i*f)'*t odf: .vxitifi 

FUZHOU BRANCH 

:*c,T-nANi«)AO.n zipn 
F! IIANPHOV HINA 

r:.x ><hwx;ficn 

0:i. - vrlPWI-AViAi, 

i AX -•■>'>«lA*)l-AA>|i; 

l-HTCODEi.AvSlK 

FUQIN6 SUBQRANCH 

"■ D' iNCr.MKN RO.AI* ' •.HV. 

.5 .5... FT JIAN PROA HINA 
^.N :f**ii«x:ig- 

:• cx - >*4 »ia*>i-a22 : , 

'Rh:. <«»<••• 

PirriAN BRANCH 

■ VtlNM-ANMiTSTS •AD, 
pi“.AN,*Ant>» 

FI n,AN I’H'A ,t:m\A 
TL\ 2<‘«i.ACHKPTCN 
ITI. rdUtWM-itr** *. 

FAN "w'MiS*)**!*-*;*, 
pr-wTt ODE 

OUANatOU BRANCH 

I lU MROAD. gr ANZHOC 
AO'- H FIANPROA TUNA 
TLN ••A-A*ltctHJZCN 
TEI, ; 

FAX - 

I- 

ZHANGZHOU BRANCH 

: AroNiiHFiLi • 

FIIIANPR-'A inSA 

r:.x :'“ii i«x:zn-.'- 

I'AS -wttiKtivj.-: 
P<>.Tt'ODE;,V<A«i 

GANSU PROVINCE 

GANSU BRANCH 

(■•n:-5ai. afavac.fr 
gi .ihanfc 

‘“•:N*'.iJA\c.R<n;' lan/:iio- 

■A • 1-,.A\M PROA mVA 

H.x *::>i>:HiK t N 

tv;. -.trstAI-iAil** * 

FAX -• 


GUANGDONG PROVINCE 
GUANGDONG BRANCH 

•-■.K-.»lM.\NAt.FR 

; *r /iNC.lTV. MU 

I.: AV./lli>I «; |A. 

\M,ixiNi;pRt)v i;ni\A 
TLX ,-.LhJi./I«X «:n 
TEL -•XilnAi.vAAAKitfai 
E.AX - 

p«KT«;oDi; Ai.inii 

GUANGZHOU BRANCH 

■ .iaf;?,aiman\i.ir 

:.-.\r.R<)Mi>HEN 

•■! I HAV.DIKOAll <.l ANt./lim 

A|"!:-.a.I .AMUXFNti PHOA 

■IIIN.A 

VIA «->iJZII«R C\ 
FEL:-"»nMOi-hAA4.MJS 

r>»'Tc.»i)i: «! 'i.-i 

SHENZHEN BRANCH 

TNrjLAlMWM.fK 
•A AM. "AN 

INTERN ATIONM.nVAVE 
HrnpiNc,. ;; :i.anm(er*>ai>. 
'IIENZMEN Alv..t. 
c.rA\c.ix,)\t;i'Ko\ .cHiN.A 
ruv ipm;>zcn 

TEL 
FAX • • 

(‘<)sT<onE.‘i»<«i 

ZHUHAl BRANCH 

i.i:\FltALM.A\W.ER 
ZOLOt OROVt; 

A I EH.AI EA'T ROAD. Cx INC-tlH, 
ZIU HAI ApA.At.GLAMIDONr, 
HKFA . iilXA 
TLV »«.-:> zi nfx;i:N 
DL • 

^ . ..W..-S...WOA* 

I’.i'r.' 'ni: 

SHANTOU BRANCH 

iNFs.\LM.A\A«iFH 
MAONi NAIIN 

TIN aHaDOV; ROAD >HA\Tor 
A|Aft4l til .ANC.DONG PKtA', 
<HIN.A 

TIA 4«.."a2>T1»OC<;N 
TtL- • v....*A,.Kii,J9AA 
FAX . .-Jr, ‘S hA 

i»MCODt «l«Ml 

CHAOZHOU BRANCH 

IIXIHFROAIi « II.AOZI!'>»' 

«.l AV.|X>Vi PROA 

flllNA 

TI.X: 

TEL. 

FAX... s->-*4t.2>f.Ar4 

i'»tco!ie u 


FOSHAN BRANCH 

. RFN \||\\! r ' .HD |. I'HAN 

‘HINA 

M.X. tJAiiii K'iVK i \ 

WMCODK 

GUANGZHOU K.F.O.BRANCH 

i‘>ir)\<;via\:mrket. 

('ll ANGZI ini Ki:ONi>MIC .AMT 
irClIMCAl. DEAFK'PMENT ZONE, 
Cl AVCiZlIOl 

i;i AV.lXfNr.PRilA CHINA 
i1.V 44 >«i 2C.DZXC,CN 
n;i. h»wmio..::;!:ii 

I AVtim^iii:--::!:'-.. 

i’OATcoiv: '(.1 

HUIZHOU branch 

JJ MAI 1)1 ROAD III IZIIOI 
M'»'ll.(il ASi.lti IV. I’Wn 
I MINA 

n.v .j’.'rn/iiiM. s 

iM. 'vs 

i \x .i.»si..i,-‘.' = - 
PO'TfODi; 'i --il 

jiangmen branch 

::C.AMiK')l KOAIV llANiAIIA 
'^AIAI. i;i ASCiDOV. PROA 

l. IIIN.A 

FIX. 4 A.»h>; BociMt'N 

FAXimW"''’'' '.‘.A'Nw 
POVTCODi: A2“’<l 

HAOIMNG BRANCH 

:V01'C|IENC. ViTLl'. 

m. aomivc.a:a,„i 
C.L.ANGIXINtil’ROA .CHINA 
TI.X; 4A,A.)lh\|M|«>Ci.\ 

HI. IIAHMO'i'V.JJ'.t ll'l 
i VX: IH1S(.||.-«.J;»‘>“I 

i’-lSTCODF 

MEIZHOU BRANCH 

‘AMEIII.ANilA'! ROAD, MFIZH’ " 
‘IhiJI.lIl ANCiXAlil'Rl IV 
< illVA 

TT-X aWiIKWXI.AIZ CN 
'IEL;II*W'1I'"AA.2J«|'>A»1 

F.AX:iim>M‘*‘A.jj<i.m, 

l>ONTCOI>E ‘U'lJl 

5HA0GUAN BRANCH 

IWIIEF.ANC.ROAD.'HVXil AN 
‘IJ'Ot.til'A.M'iIloM.i’ROA 
' HINA 

n. v (AHJiABiXviiV 
lELl M » WH ' I* A ! - w.* A Afc 
|■.AX:l'»N>ll'*A|.VV.A‘rl> 
lA^■^:oDE Ai:i-',i 

YANOJUNQ BRANCH 

:'fIX)NC.KKNC. VI I.!'. VAV.IlAN.. 
A.NAftl. C.1 AM;IX)NC, l‘Rf)V 
CHINA 

!L\. 4A|itl,<HlX.VI'.N 
DILmFN'I.O'J.AJA'W'Ak 

|•AX.ll»W^ll•'"2•.A22■*^* 

PtMTlODE. 
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ZHANJIANG SAANCH 

ziiAMiANi'. r \\i,i)()\(. 
I’ROV. CHINA 
nx.H'j'-'C.ZKx •• 

TO, 

K.AN 

s*osTCODK 


SHUNOE SUB-BRANCH 

• 'H *A SI l: 

•• A*. -:j'-v;i»Ro\ ■ HINA 


LIUZHOU BRANCH 

--^IVIMIAN.AVIIM !' 

:• ZIKHA,s..A 
AMiXIZH! AM.' «liI\A 
■■-S 


QINHUANGOAO BRANCH 



:■ ''ico[iK •'■‘-•'I 


ZHAOOING WANCH 

jm'ANZfiOl LII K'JAn. 
ZHAOQINC, AJi.iJ. H ANC,!> )\«‘. 
PROV. CHINA 
n.\: h2S’'i« IWKIZO i.N 

w)sTconi; 


TAiSHAN SUB-BRANCH 

y!.A« > Ht LI'. TAKIHtNG 'nniA'. 
Taim'-AN 

C.I'ANr.DnV. PROV.^'HINA 

• "-Tf.- -DH ‘.'I 


WUZHOU BRANCH 

; siNXiNtm Ko.Ai). 

■••I ANCnail AV.‘ «.HIN A 
4«fiSii«7!KXUN 

; AX 

-I'TCODE 


SHIJIAZHUANG BRANCH 

^*^TIl^Al:.A'T HOAir 
'HIHAZIU AVHiAi.in.llllIim 
:'KO\ .> HINA 

« ivxum.N 
"H. 

•^'TCnot ■■‘■•■11 


ZHONGSHAN BRANCH 


XtNHUI SUB-BRANCH 


rUUN BRANCH 


TANGSHAN BRANCH 


50 


73 

ft 


I 


.i 

A 

i 


IKZtlONC. MIAN Ti::«l>Kl)Al'). 
ZHnNC.'HANA>>, 

Cil'ANC.IXlNC, l-Rf.V 1 iiiN.A 
TlX. I N 

POsTCOlli' ‘L^,. 

HESHAN SUB-BRANCH 

•'S'UNMINC, KOAII. '•■lAI’INC.. 
HlIxHAN =: ■'■Vi.C: ANCIXJNCi I’KOV 
CHINA 

posTConv; ‘“rf-- 

KAMNG SUB-BRANCH 

1.A K.AIHrA M CIIANC.MIA ZHHV 
k.MPINr. 

OL'ANOI'KAG l'RO\ {.HINA 
TLS. IVXIKTCN 

posTcnni: 

NANHAI SUB4flANCH 

'KOI'INC. RtHIl. H ■'■‘AN 
'il.AN('in'>Ni,;’|{i>', .;;:\A 
-rNlli II • N 

KA.S;<(>«-'‘"*»*-'“*«'l 

pOiTConi; 

SANBHUI SUB4RANCH 

1 ITEN H'VC. Z! If INC. RfJAi). XIN.AN 
TO«\.'AN'iiri AM-I 
(U'ANf.MNll I'RflA -i!!NA 
TlX: .*JA,.u|hk>'iA 

TO(ftKH'i’i*‘l’.-*J,v.l 

F.AX:liliV..n,*A*.“,!::<i) 

posTCoin: 

SHEKOU SUB-BRANCH 

.^JTAIZ! KOAir 
>HEKOl' INprsTKiAL ZONH. 
SHENZHtN‘l«()f.- 
r.l/ANCrxiNtWHOA illIfNA 
■n.\: •..'H:“I«X.'KC.N 
TEL 

ka>;:<(»i>..i'i*a<.i-- :■>■;* 

PfjsTconi; ‘iM»* 


“ ZJ irz: R' 1 Al). Ill KHIENC. H li'N 
VNH‘ : ‘A •. «'.l .AV.W>Nr. 

•SOV .H;NA 





G UANGXI ZHUANG* 
GUANGXI BRANCH 

iNr.R.ALM.ANA».i;R 

NLAHA-IKANI. 

;‘r.i CHENG »)Ai>. 

\ann;nc. Ai-.”. 
c-l AN'f'.XiaU ANC.-.OIINA 
.'i“»yAGr\ 

IrX- 

•■'>'TONnE «.«•«•* 

BBMAI BRANCH 

ATIRN AnONAl ElN.ANClAt 
•V. -tlOIMV ilElllAI >TREfT. Bi:ilC Al 
Am..-,.;, ANCiXIZHr-ANG* 

' tllNA 

•:.S . tv « IMM'N 



FANGCKENGGANG BRANCH 

: rrvv -mET.EANUjirv; 

■ AVAI ZHI AM/ CHINA 
■:.X W'^-fVKIAUA 

TO •“ ■i'^.'AA; 

■AS ■“..• 

. ' "•Ti'iNPE 

GUIUN BRANCH 

‘ 'H.AN HI •'.El RfXAD l'.”IUN liK'H. 
• ANi'-NiZ;;i. AM'/ CHINA 

“I.’ • 

•AX •• 

"Mcorw: TO-*'! 


. XIAXgiANHOAn VI I.IN 

Gi vNCAi ZHi AMC <;!;;n: 
Mf.AAlIKK VI/A 

:AS 

r ■'TCfMIE 

GUIZ HOU PROVINCE 
GUIZHOU BRANCH 

■"MiENERALMANAf.llt 

.ZtVKJI 

- !)I SI(K)AI) (illVAMiAS^-. I 

■'IZIKX'IKfn. CHINA 
TOX f«*«ll Wr.ZHCN 
' rL .■miK»fAI.A*i,;A-A1 
rAX irtl*hi<>K'i-A*UA“0 
p '■'rcoot 

HAINAN PROVINCE 
HAINAN BRANCH 

■S'XIF.NTAAl NANAliER 
•iAM'.UMINC. 

'•r>ATO\t. 8<).AO.H.AIKC» *• ! . 


=-:.A!VANfK«'V,C!HN.A 

■;.x ^•l■lt*lH.Af«x:<N 



SANYA BRANCH 

ilEFANOliX HKOAD.'.ANyA 

MAiN.AN P»n CHINA 
40i»«i"ViKx:t N 

rv-s 

"TCOHE 

H6BSI PROVINC 6 

HEBEI BRANCH 

VNEdAl MANAGER 
: AN ATlNC.M AO 

' SINIH AWHO-MlIIIAZHt ANC- 
‘ •fXi.HCHEIPROV CHINA 

.voK.izn<K:c\ 

■•L 

''TCfiDf. ■A.kW 


.;-i\INlll ai;a'T KOAi). 
:\NC,siiAN'»<'-» Hi:mn 


•■■ov .r illNA 

:s ’■•T'K'k ( n 



■ '-ii I >iti' 


HEIL ONGJ IAN G PRO VINCE 
HEILONGJIANG BRANCH 

-INKILAl. MANACilK 
: AN Z1 NM E 

; i imv; II N •.TWIKT, NAN C.ANC 
Il'TRKT. liAKIlIN l<-«>1. 
MEILOM'.IIAM'i l’Hf»\ .(.HINA 

::.x i«:hucn 

•‘'vrcfM)!: i*'-'i 

HARBIN BRANCH 

■•rVVHAl.M.AN.Al.ER 
■ ■ADH.ANVISV, 

'* Zli.V >IIN -TKIIT. 
"'AiU.IHi‘TKICT,HAHH)M«i''l", 
•‘■•II.oNcllUM-^'RoV (HINA 
;.s '-ijLiiix :i-i N 


''icoiu; ;«■• 1" 

DAOMG BRANCH 

' Mills Kfl.Al). R.ASC. III U' ni'-THK.T, 
PAgisr. ItvGA.C 
HKIUlMillAM'.l’HOV.CIIIVA 
rLS ■■■■Mjm:[\>cv 

■rj 

:''>'r(;onE 

HEIHE BRANCH 

;'«\IMl,AN'TKKlXiiKIIIE 
•■:>;!l,ON(.II.ANCil’Kf)V. (.IIIN.A 

■i.s. •■•:vii«>;hhcn 

TEL. "‘Nil 
-AX., 

■>'TCORE ’■'H--' 
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JUMUSI BRANCH 

; MNO LIV RiUf). ri.VMI 'l 
••riLOV-IlAM'. PRf A . <.HtNA 
TLX <*«■- ^w:i\is«:\ 
m. ■ 

rt\ 

r'>iTO~DE. 

HUDANJIANC BRANCH 

VGlASGHlAlfniEET. 

MmANIIANC IA*nnf). 

HEILONOIUNC PROV . OitVA 
TLX; Wy.'-MSDOCCN 
TEL if*>SAiA+A5->rwifi 
FA.X;.‘*W'>A«AV22.V>.« 

!’0<TC0f)E: M*Tno 

OMBIAR BRANCH 

\0 < BfKn !HXTU STBEtT 
i-ovosHA nisTwcr, 
i?K?IH.AJI HOtOMinANG 
PBW , rtHNA 
TLVAii—I’j^QBOCCN 

FAX 

!‘<KTi:onE i^imw 

HCNRWPROVWCE 

IICIAN BRANOt 

‘■•ENEtUMAVMifI 

/IIAOHiV.'IrtX 

HI A « AN IP)AO. ZIKXf.aiOl 
HEN.AN fHOV . QIIVA 
TLX ZHBOCCN 
TELi'-*iA'nA-l.A-2+;<W 
F-AX;«i>»!*«nM*l.A“2.rfiH 
POSTCOOE; h'WA 



•VENELU MAS.W1ES 
'■.IfEX.nANGSl' 


•A HfASl'tSH RO-AO. HANWX' 'IT 
sf AN • I «. HI XH PROA . < ;i UNA 
"LX * ;::Hwn(:»:\ 

Tl 

•AX ••• 

•'■MCODE 

WHAN BRANCH 

GENUUimNMiCR 
«• IXVXNT. 

;'':ia!osoMU.\A\tMT 

HANKOt ITIIAN HCREI 

PROAHUnXA 

TLX, ♦WBOBHCN 

TEL 

FAX 

!‘O»T{!«> 0 E: t.vnii 


HUNAN PROVINCE 

HUNAN BRANCH 

i',kser.al*.:a'-a<ier 
V!I ttTTA 

* ■ 'in ■^T HOaT. EA'T. liLAXfr'HA 

HfVAN mw . «;hina 

TLV'~; 

TtLi-— 

F.tt. ..•M->?»AU 
POSTCODE ■.V*«U 

CHANOOE BRANCH 

twnONi'.TINf.IlOAR, 

CHANGDE » i « •»>. HI •NAN WON . 
CHINA 

TLX "■*: •'•rDZr.tUiN 
TH ~ns‘x. 

FAX ii'Th 

PO'iTCODE 

CMeOHOU BRANCH 

llANK.ASr. ROAD. OlENaiO! 
■ilW HI NANPRfA'.CJlINA 
TLX ‘>'*‘V'H'X:C2C-\ 

Til 

fAX 

tH-iNTC'TiE 

NCNaVANO BRANCH 

.«! HiAM F'FN«viu)Ansm-n» 
ifKNC.VAMi in XA\ pki a 

CIHINA 

TLX.‘>iM-«im»o(;<^ 

TIL 

rAX.—4«i..*»4-*»»rii« 

POSTCODE 

aANBTAN BRANCH 

’40nAN'Hf VOBTHROAn. 
JOAXOTAN 

Hl'VANPROV ..IIIVA 
TLX 'l‘‘«»'2''‘XTBO(:i^ 

Til,' - 
FAX 

pcATiViDE 

VUfVANB BRANCH 

^■»M•,^rA. ) lINi-. fVVAD. MTV AN«; 
4l4.*- H* NAN I’PA OtlNA 
rLX.W'4«HCH;AX‘<TX 
TEL' •-.-.•AAMMJiW 
rA.x..—«i.-.*v,Ji'Ai(ir 
PcMCODf. 4l4-»> 

aWOHOU BRANCH 

•»«X1N HI AST'TROAD. 

aii aioc 4 ;:«‘'.ir'nanpii>a . 

CHfNA 

TLX '>f<- ?'2ai\IHCN 
TEl 

FAX.-- 

PclSTCODf •ll'-O' 


NNCR HONQOUA BRANCH 

:'\TR.UM.AN.«>F> 

• LANAJaCNHIA 
-•'<X1HIIF>.U) IV>HHOT'n'««-'. 
•A-niMONr,rHiA’.A3IINA 
*LX-i«*i«inx:nH<;N 
TILi«it.»/M*l-wr^l‘) 

- AX; cawa'Cm'i 

BAOTOU BRANCH 

“•EFIVASa W lUHNC. OAV. 

“E ftAnt QINGSILAN Ql • BAl> TtX ' 
^•W. INNER MONfXFllV. (TUNA 
-_X SAAHHOCKTCN 
~EL I JNMW 

■AX.cili'N(l»«H"iAJAJ.VA 

• *'TI-/10E 

OONBBHBNB BRANCH 

. EEIW'CH’iTSTSIRErr.noV. 
•HENT.rtfnncl, INNER .W)V.OtlA'. 
A.TCTXcOMa-NRaMOV illlVA 
"•JC HA'MAAHOliDSCN 
~L H***.!***— •AJWI4 
s.X 

•'TCOOE: 

HARAR BRANCH 

'••lENGU SAN U'. IIEDONi;. 
•AILUlMiKoM.iNNIR 
•tONOOUA*. CHINA 
~-X BO«-J LALSR CN 

-n.«niNh».M-Ajci>iiftA 
r.AA HWh* ft4*A«a.W> 

:->TCOK A’lnrw 

jjANWOUtHUB BRANCH 

:• ERD.AOIIE. ALANaiOllI <V2l«n. 
NNERMONfiOtlA* . fJIINA 
"LX 

-rL'«»«»»<M*A*i>A,A4A 
•AX «ni«»n»«4'*«NA2>4Viv 
"TCOOC -JIM* 

JtAWOtU RROWBiCt 

iiftfnrpf 
•NERAt MANAGER 
V MAOMIENf. 
•saFONf.-ilUXNAMr. 

'.ANHNC 2PAW.nANf.si PROV . 
•‘flN.A 

“_X mifcllftUSCS 
*EL Hl.Mh»F2*"Ml*>WI 

• AX «AWM.12A^4«*«i4A 

• •WICOW. 2l<«w 

NANJNB BRANCH 

•NrAAlMANAC*! 

mi 

• 6Hi7sr.saAN noNT. ti . vaminc 

;; -w. iiAMisi PRov ,i:inNA 
“LX ,A4».«>«i«:xtCN 
■EL*«»»»»«'2A-44A*«»‘ 

■ AN H»»ih»l»2S-44AC,«4 
SvTCOnF 2I*»«IA 


CHANCaNXI BRANCH 

: 4 \uv.'st>tp' i.T 
1 ;;A\'.ZlilH'2l‘” ' VN^ V 
I'H- ;'. ' iilSA 

1 vv • 

PO'Troof: 'lAi.n 

UANVUNBANBBRANCH 

l-l MIDWf H.AIU.AN rOAP X!N 
pr HAN\TNr.AX<; ::: ' : 
nANOM- PROA .CHINA 
TLX A-WAIRXIYCN 
TEL ••.«.I.«A|H.A ,1 
lAX —...rtlK-c,; •;■ 

IS ..TfopF 222 i »2 

NANTONO BRANCH 

i- '.iinumanxin'.a:) n^nt-ino 
:: •*> IIAV.M PRf/. i ;!:NA 

nx *'>«iiM»«:\Tr'. 

ni 

! AN .. 

SUZHOU BRANCH 

KiNVtlNIUHII *■ ,:•:■•• 

-•* :UNGs|'pR< .'v . iTNA 

nx s.i..;cB«x>|- •. 

ITT. • —.irti:*:”*.*. 

KW ..Jsw.iAlJ.-:"*.*. 
PftsTCilDK jlA«rt 

«njn BRAND! 

2 MAV.i.nviiuFAii "i 

lUV.M'rnA'. CHINA 

TLX "'.swim-aifxiiA 
m •.•«n»Ain.Aii..;.s* 

FA.X •l•)wlllrA|n.AK(•«v■> 
POsTCont; ilPf*! 

TANOBIOU BRANCH 

i.nONOMI AW»AI), VANi'iZii' •» 

■ ! iiAN»;siTiio\ . 

i*v/tioc' *. 



:« 2HOV.SIUN l> 'NC.R' AD 
2HEXIIAMV JIJlOI. IIAVW i'ROV 
■ HINA 

iTX. A,M*.)nf>i:zi(;N 

( AX ! 

hIsTCODE: 2l2''"l 

IMANBJIAQANQ BUB-BNANCH 

i.iINC.Vl.AN MIDDLE K‘ 'AD 
VAMWIFTORN ZHANI':;a -ANC. 
2 :»’-.MANiisi PR-'V .(''LNA 

n.x A.4k.*A«-,Bo»:.A' 

TEL 2'>JA'4'-v' 

f.AX 

ls)sTi:ODE. 21A<«.' 
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JtANGXI PROV INCE 
JiANGXI BRANCH 

i.4'NV:R.\LMA\Vil.R 
TIAN XIAOKKX 
1 /[fANyiA\ HOADiWi 
\A\<;iiAN(; 

UANGXI I’HOV CHINA 
TI.X.yAOIAIVKNCCN 
TH (OilKiitrt)l-Wij'’' 

POSTCODt. AAi«in> 

JtNGOEZHEN SUB-BRANCH 

AO I CHINA NHITO )r'OI.|s A\ iAI T. 
IINr,r)KZHKN.HAi»i<i MAV.XI 
PKOV. CHINA 
ILX ‘iAin-HrKincN 
n:L:((mMir-))i-AJVv.;, 

IfMCdni AAAfim 


DALIAN BRANCH 

^.INFMiMANA'.l R 
/llAMilWJXi 

•YAVAXROM) lUI IAN ll'> 
!IAl)NlNr.PR<i\ iHINA 
ri.X I N 

!KL<M*«>|IMn->>»<AA 
KAX:l'»WhMMli->A->.i4 

IIIMCOni:. Ic-il 

SHENYANG BRANCH 

(.KNURUMANAI.KR 

IIZfCHFXt'. 

SANHiri ROAl) MIKMIi; 
IH-rnTMIEWAMill'-'M. 
IJAOMV. PIM\ UIINA 

in. 

ii)'Tt:oi)E n— iA 


JHJN PRQVINCe 


JIUN BRANCH 

C.KNERAI. MASAI.KK 
:,1 vni mini; 

l-t XINMIN DAIIi:. ViWIAl ' ilX'HA 
!-'l|.Or l.llANl.Cm N 1-ii.iJI 
m.lNPROV CHINA 
TLX.MVIIIK ( IliyiCN 
52 i>:i..(iti*i(iiiMi-AiuAA-(-, 

l'AX:l'li»«>IIHA|-A(Nn.|Al> 
POSTCOnK: 

CHANGCHUN BRANCH 

(iF\KfLAI.MANA(;i'K 
ZHAMi CIV, 

I TTJNCiZIll >THKKT. CHANCi HI N 
l.Vin('>l,,HUN I'HOV CHINA 
TLX-KAi'^ K.IHXIIIN 

s |•AX.^l1l»«n^.^l•>Wl*^•^ 

5 I'OSTCOIU' n<»r>t 

” JILM CITY BRANCH 

n l“N(A(il|ANC,Hi)A|).llllN 

^ nJOll.lIUNI'HOV (HINA 

"* 7K1.; I(«»«IHH*J.-|MK.|I|A 

PAX: ( I IIWi M H 

' i>nsTi:t)i)i;: iajhi 


ANSHAN BRANCH 

Nf>-...*|*)Rf)AH niDONK.yl' 
ANMIAN II H-'*. IJ\i)MN(. I’RcA 
I IIIVA 

n.X S1....HHIK AM N 



risTitiDF i;,-i 


OAUAN DEVELOPMENT 
20NE BRANCH 
(DALIAN K.F.O.BRANCH) 

tmKi>KiuNAr(>vii:ii. 

I I lANOCHI \ WHI) DALIS AN 
I.COMnw; AND TK lINKLAL 
DFS>:i.(M>,\IE\T ZONE 
DAIJAN l|M»«i. tJ.AOMNH; 
PRn\1.(.MIVA 
n.\ wiii!<iiiHM.DKi:v 

nil. (llMtirmi'i.lAIIA 
TAX <i»i»vimH.*i.|JA<i 
It^TLfM)^ I 

OANDONG SUB-BRANCH 

"IINMIAN DAIII DWIXiN.. 

IIAONIN-.I-ROV ClIIW 
ILX il.l-lHHoi DDCN 

I AX 

I’lKIVlHMMlv... 


YANJISUB«RANCH 

lir KKXMIS 1.1 •, 

VAMI l,ni«»i IIUM’IKIV CillSA 

n.v miuHYi lux: 

ni:(IIH<lllin.>AVv«Ai 

^'A.Vllm.l-l.^«.^..«u^r■ 

POSTCIXJCH.Vrti 

UAONtN G PROVINCE _ 

UAONMG BRANCH 

GENKAALMASAIIKK 

«'AN<;<,XS<llU' 

‘lZHOXi;'«lAN(H'AV,(:ll.AS(V. 
D.AUAN Mf-oMJAOMMil’Kin 
LIHNA 

TLVHbiMiDIICA 

TH((IIMI.P«Kll-Ji«W» 

F.A.\; iimiimi i-j(iAwhh 

postoxh;; Mwini 


JINZHOU SUe^RANCH 

;<si:<:t|(>\\* iii>a\«;ik)ad 
LIS tillKVI HN/IIOI I:M« 
l.l,AOMS<.PI|.n I IIINA 

ILVx|>i«jh«k:i//j;i|(;n 
ni i‘»w«mKAHi>*!( 

lAX 

isjxToxN- n:--« 

YmOKOU SUB-BRANCH 

V) Ami U.T1>T'T.ZM.AMXAS 
DI>TKK:T. YISi'-M •« IIA-kia 
liAtJMM-VKoV clUSA 

n.X JilAoliiHruYKtA 

in 

lAX 

lAMiiHx: ii«'« 


NiNGXIA HUI* 

‘I1NGXIA BRANCH 
-N|KAI.MANA<.r- 
' •ViMII «.llf. 

.iiit.aN(.xi-:f>-t MV h' \n 
'• ->1. NIVI'.XIA :v ;• il!N\ 

■;-X -A..II«IUX : N 



QINGHAI PROVINCE 

OINGHAI BRANCH 
INFRAI. MANAI ,FS 
:m.ka\<;nia\ 
iXIVilil AN -in IT XiNAl. 

- -mi ni\t.MAi I'k'iA . ;(I\A 
:'X "nlOlUXA'N: N 
n. 

• AX i(iriu>HH-| 
r-Ti:finF HH.--- 

SHAANXI PROVINCE 
SHAANXI BRANCH 

MRAI. MANA«.iF 
. Ai.UllMlNi. 


••'I III AVI AN «\ 

• IXAN.MI'ROA • l••^A 

:.x ''insiuxxA' N 



XI'AN BRANCH 

iNFAAI. MASAl.m 
ZHAVi KNKF 
-M III AYI AS'TRCKT 
siAS'inrwi, 

••-A.ANXI I'Rm.iHINA 

::.v •■■liuiiux'.xi' \ 

•■nw.iii")-’;- 

- 'icfHu: ~\- 

SHAND ONG P ROVINCE 

SHANDONG BRANCH 

•NrRAL VIANA«,»S 
A av. Ml ashav; 

ZKOM; MI AN R' 'AD OIXi'.DAi I 
; -•.I.MIANIXlV-rRnv MilNA 
~\ «i*iAiux:vDix 
:ri 

: A\ *»: 

OBIGOAO BRANCH 

• -NFRAlMANAAiFS 

:: mNcruTS 

* ZiRVV.MIAN K' VAD.VISa-DAO 

. -M. 

'MANDDNI.I’ROA .IIIVA 

~\ AiUn IRX MO( N 


JINAN BRANCH 


'■'MI'I!;: ‘A XI 11 IINAN JV., 

'II.ANIVN .(riv CHINA 


KX i ■' 

I'lisri';;-; ,c.,|i 

RIZHAO BRANCH 

Jdll AXv 'AIAU.I . 
HIZHAO:" ■:<> -HANIXAG 
i'Rnv . icNA 
n.x. <;• A :<'k:rzcn 

ir.i. 



SHIDAO BRANCH 

1A Ml AX. Al NAN 1,1 vllliW) 

/hi;n K' ■' iii:nc,:'.,^») 

'IIANiti \ I K. )\ ( HIN A 



i'l vn , 


WEJHAI BRANCH 

«X1NVA!:- 'VD.VAriHAIJ'. 
'ILANPi'X 'KOX (HINA 

n.x ■|”< A\ II CN 

l AX I'.v "•..AiJSAil 


YANTAI BRANCH 

[(.I.IIFrAX ;HOAD. VANTAIJ('I‘I«I|, 
'•MAMXtS .!‘HOA'. (.IIIVA 

iix. »:*:•!• x;^T(;N• 

sis.i.jAswis 
fAX “'.I'JlA.U.i 
i"ivT<'oi •' I 


SHANGHAI CITY 
SHANGHAI BRANCH 



:<ZH(>N' .. lANRdAD'l I 
MLANi'.liA'. '■t.M.IIINA 

n.x,.A>- .;- 'CMicN 

i>:i,. .i-M.NiTo 

i-Ax (,. ^ ::-'h'.’'>V'( 

I'lMC'ii-; : 

PUDONO BRANCH 

Gl'NI'RAI. '"NAl.KR 
'I l»l( HA'. 

S.S-IXA- ••aNCiHOAD. 
'Hangha:. uj.a.hina 
m. 

lAX"-- 
lOsTCdl'K . • IJJ 
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SHANXI PROVINCE 

SHANXI BRANCH 

<.F\F.R.\!. \UN.«;KR 
'X ANC'i MK.^1 

:'oi mc.ZfDAiiK.TAorxN 
'AsUl.SMANXiPROV.i'lilN.A 
TLX; ’SiKX^ BOCra c;\ 

TEL(im.in«iHft4HAv, 

F.AX: (OOKfi) 0« 1 -((miVn 
POSTCODE: 03awi 

TAIYUAN BRANCH 

'XSGllOr STREET, 

TADT.AN ri.vmnz 
'HANMPROV.ailNA 
TLX. JS.AFiHWXrrVCN 

POSTCODE: O.vno’ 


PttCSHUO SUB-BRANCH 

l*l\r.SHlf)I,D1NT.AREA. 

I> O. BOX NO 1 . SI H OZl I* )I • 1 1 « 
'HAN'Xl PROV. CHINA 
n.X.’')l<«r HOCPSCN 
TEl. 

!AX.ii*WhinAt*)..'<KJ(,:: 

POSTCODE 

SICHUAN PROVINCE 

SICHUAN BRANCH 

GENERAL M,ANA«'.ER 
<^ir FAZONCr 

HVNKING BI'lLDINr. Sill Dl D.A 

D. AO.ciiENr.Drhion'. 'iciw an 

PROV.CJIINA 
T|.X:«1UAIIfKCI)(;N 
TEL iHi»ttinanw»>'H' 

FVWTtODE;: MHHd 

CHBIGOU BRANCH 

>'rKNFR.AL.MAN.V>KK 

KrANC.LICIIKNCi 

MMx)\c,r;nKN(i(;EN':r, 

' HKNODl 'il(«)|S, 

'ICHl'.AN I'ROV. CHINA 
n.X;f<>wwi«x;(:Di:N 

TTILl'KH'HtjMifvPXlll* 

E. AX: 

W)STrODK:r.H>iis 

TIANJIN cmr 


TIAIUm BRANCH 

(•FNEILALMANAX'EK 
ZIIANCiVrWN 
si>TIEF.AN{;i«-:il,l', 
TIANJIN .Vmmfl.CIIINA 

•n.v :i2,MTiwx:<:\ 

I'.AXiiniHSHliJ-iSIIMiVr 

POSTCODE: 


TIBET; 

TIBET BRANCH 

'.EVEILAl MAVAlirR 

vIONC.ZHlOMA 

:-UN Kl'OXIU U{A'ANA.rt»i. 

rillEr CHINA 

TLX. WjilULSWKCN 

TEL. ''jiiWM ft«i jiAAV.-s 

F.AX: <<>0((fiH>*)|AAA2W 

POSTCODE: RSim 

XINJIANG UIGUR* 

XINJMNG BRANCH 

<.ENFR.ALMANAC.ER 
KAMiMEl 
GA IIEFANGN.AN U 
I Kl .XIQIHVimj. 
MNll.ANf.lUUHVJJIINA 
n.x ■oi-oi«x;xiCN 
TEL Hmi-2H>W>19 
F.AX.'i**tf>ifFWt.>.>HM9 
l‘f)NTCODE: 

KASM SUB-BRANCH 

«■ ' RENMIN MIL. KA'HI 
XIMIANC.nC.l H* CHINA 

H. X."':.' WXXMtN 
TTL 

FAX 

hlvTCODE 

YUNNAN PROVINCE 

YUNNAN BRANCH 

CiENEILALMAVVlEa 

I, 1 X ONC.NONL. 

.♦H BKlIfNC, ROAD, 
KrN,X|INCihvViA|, 

XTNNAN PRf)V,,ClU\,A 
•Rx <'-«-«4 K,\ihnk«:n 
T>;i, 

FAX 

lOvTCOIXl- r>«...Al 


TANOQU BRANCH 

J‘) IVJNC.nv. LL, EC onomk; and 
TE:CIIN<X.C x;i(:ALfM;XT:LOPMENT 
AREA, TIANIIN SiliMA- CHINA 
TLX: ’A'lOltfXTr.CN 
TTL 

EAX:"inNA)f)Z’.A.A>nH« 

POSTT/MIE: .AISHS* 


ZHEJIANG PROVINCE 
»EJIANG BRANCH 
•.ene:aal ‘.:ANv.Efc 

'HEN \ 

CA'IYANAN r'MH ;0. .. -ZHi M' 

ZHEnw;: - V CHINA 
TLX:3S-;‘' WX,HZc-. 

POSTCODE .‘l'««'h 

NMGBO BRANCH 

c.EN'EAAL MAN,Ai;F.R 

/JII'.AV. TiANTAFN 

r.A.IlE FANC. nan S' *1). MV.IIO 

MVXIo./HEIlANci}:- V ilHVA 

n-\; NHWX. ■. 

F.AX:C'-"«*'«"c-*'" M 
POSTCODE ,M->I' 

HANGZHOU BRANCH 

«;ENmAlM\N«.FB / 

CAVCiBINVAN / 

AXTAOM HOAI) HAN'./HOI 
M<»itih /HIMAV, ,;- A .HINA / 
n.vA'-.-'B-x’A: 

TEL"- 

iAX:M— * 

PChTCOW 31 

SHAOXMG BRANCH 

92 RENMIN ROAD -'T. 'H AOXINf. 

CI.Wl, ZHEIIAMV F-< )V CillNA 
TLV3“»."'«Oc:'XCN 

FAX:*— -"'K'S-*: . 

W>ST<:ODE Mi"- 

WENZHOU BRANCH 

II3C H.AN 'TREET. -XYNZIRM 
ZHFJlAV.PHiA 

TLX N 

TEL"— -r 

FAX . 

PCMO'DE «:« - 


•REFER' TO AI TOV 'MOt < 
REGION 



421 


Major memoers of 60C Group in Hong Kong ana Macau 


Major Ovarseas NetvrarKs 


BANK OF CHINA HONG KONG* 
MMAU REGIONAL OFRCE 

i:hief cX£an\T 
VA\c z;i:n 

l-i F BOC TOtt-FR. 1 <-,ARr>EN 80 . 
HONG KOVCi 

’Willi 

F.A.\.i»'2-JS~n<>ih 

BANK OF CHINA HKBR. 

GENER.AL MANAGER 
V-ANG 2IUN 

FIRST DEPl'H' GENERAL NUNAGF.R 
LLANG XlAOTING 
BOC TOttTR. 1 OAKDEN RD . HK 
TLX. BKGHl HX 

r.AX.i'<:' ’Hl'iAtKil 

BANK OF CHINA MACAU 8R. 

GENERAL M ANAGER 
VS'ANC ZHENII N 
BANK OF CHINA BI ILDING. 
avenida ryiiTOR mario 

'OARES.MAC.AI' 

7T-\.'^Z‘I HKCHIOM 

n-i 

•AX 

NANYANG COMMERCIAL 
5^ SANK LTD. 

GENERAL MAN AGER 
LI.IHITN 

I Al. DE> VOEl-X Rn. CENTRAL. HK 
TUC:*A(l>NANHO HX 
TILiKA’i’KA’fifWR 
F.AX;(|S«:i ’S1A3.AAA 



KWANGTUNGPflOVMCUL 

BANK HK an. 

GiES-ERAl MANAGER 
ZHENG BAIUN 
EI'RO TRADE CENTRE lA-N 
GONNAl GUT RD. CENTRAL. HK 
”_X, HROU !« 

FAX 

SMNUABANKLTO. HKBR. 

C.ENERAL.MAN.ALIKR 

'KTVIl'NNHENG 

nE>\r)ElXRD 
CENTRAL. HK 
TlX. ‘‘hIwMNIU'HX 
TELif'AJ'.’KA.VtAW 
F.AX.i)‘*2.>A,JMt. 

CHMA a SOUTH SEA BANK 
LTDJ4K BR. 

CENTRAL MANAGER 
NO LEl'VGMNG 

Z:-* B*1\H.A.M STRAND E.A.ST. HK 
TLX -‘.«-<(:.A>HHX 
TELis*J'JA<J* 4.N 
F.VVtSA’i 


KINCHENG BANKING COftP 


'■.FNFJIAL.MANA<.FR 
'■ N HONGKaA' 

« DE.<VOE\XRD.. 

CENTRAL. HK 
TLX *.Av'»AKCnK HX 
TtL iHS2, ZJtiyi»2» 

F.XX: <KS2>2>HAnilA 

CHINA STATE BANK LTD. 

HKBR. 

CENTRAL -ALAN-AGER 
CHEN SHI BLAO 
CHINA aT.ATE Rank BLDG. 

DES VtlElX RD. CENTRAL i:K 
T!.\ *.A4itiKH«ABHX 
TEL (»«>iitv4l9A.AA 

F. VX tIfiilatoi'iASi 

NA'nONAL COMMERCUL BANK 
LTD. HK BR. 

CENTRAL MANAGER 
UN .MING UANG 

1 A. «T-VDHAM 'T, CENTRAL i:K 
TLX RA4OI MX 
TEl:‘hA>.3m>SK 
E.AX. IHA»I 

YIEN YIEH COMMERCIAL BANK 
LTD. HK BR 

GENFJLAL MXN.AGER 

’JVGI-ORII 

>i’-2A2. MSAtlElXRD.. 

CE-NTItAl. HK 
TLXR.AV,‘VCRHX 
TlLtt»A>i >S4l|<<»l 

PO SANG BANK LTD. 

GENERAl.M.ANACJ’R 

G. AO.IIU 

*1. DE.S\mX RD .CLNTRAL MS 
TLX, PSB HX 
TEL 'k<:*iS4V«m 
FA.Xi>M’->WII2<> 

KUA CWAO COMMERCUL 
BANK LTD. 

GFNFJUt ALANAOER 
-n ATT-S HING 

DEs VOEIX RDCENTRAl HK 
TLX RAArt’HCGBHX 

TEL:iHA2i:a,>9»#« 
fa-Viha:. ’>4.a*>aa 

CHmiBANKMGCORPLTa 

GENERAL M.XN.AGFR 
VG MAN KI NG 

DES V<N£I >: RD CE-NTRAl. HX 
Tl.XHA4S»i<HhrilX 
TEL 
FAX 


8ANK OF COMMUWCATKJNS 
HKBR. 

•FNBlALM.A\A<.f'K 

-AV;U.A\Kn 

: ?F:rn>i;RSTRi>:T.(:i;NTRAi ,iiK 
Ta •<4i«(.0\|HKHX 

Ti 

F.A.XiKA>JJK|(»i<».A 


ASU-fACmC REGION 


SINGAPORE BRANCH 

' rAFRAI. M.\VAGi:i( 
/!i')C7H!Gn\C. 

■ ^lAlTTRY HiVAl), 
'IV.AWJRK'HWiK 
TLX RS >>i4h HKCHINA 

TEL'hA,A«24li 

F.AX fiSA) A.Vi,A4()1 

SOUTH SUB4RANCH 

.'ll .M.A.\ttm RO.AD*0|-i; 
\IA.XV;TLLIIOI >E.'INGAr ‘F- 

r"L.'('S,iJ<A4(i(i 

FAX K'S, ”Wiip| 

NORTH SUB-BRANCH 

IIJ.MIDDLE Bn.AD*"l-<*' 
MIDLAND not SE. 

'ING.APORE l»»)*n 

TFL.i'iSiA«»S<)A 

FAX. NTS' .AASJK,A 

KATONG SUB-BRANCH 

:N"-i'«'i:AsTcoA'*r roa:- 
mnci.aiaikf: i>h'H 
FFL. ’«Ai 44<I>44<I 
r^X. ">Al .A44-l*.r 

SYDNEY BRANCH 

t.FNFRAL MANAGER 
CHFNFrCEX 

LEXTL 12. .W-»l YORK STRF-T 
SYDVR- N S VC. 3WI Al sTR AL.A 
TLX; l~'r‘A (kXLSYD .A.A 
TEl H»12i92(rAlRH 

K,AX■lSl:lO2^^’l'04 

HAYMARKET BRANCH 

‘i**! GEORGE STREET SYDNFV 
X'VC .s«<fi.AlsTR,ALl.A 
T!.\. [“•'A.AIKXMD A.A 
■!'E!.;-ii:i2l2«~ 

"AX 

MELBOURNE BRANCH 

rgi ’KEN STREET 
MEIBOI RNE VIC .Aotl 
AISTRAU.A 
TLX, .ViiftJ iKX:.MLII 

■n;L.p<M.<>W2.A(iAA 

F.VXiii.U'Wi.A.AKA 

TOKYO BRANCH 

(iFni:ralm.ana<ier 
MFNG giNGFf 

noC BLDG .A-I.1.AK.A.S.AKA MIN ATO- 
Kr TOKYO in*. I.AI'.AX 
•n.X. 02A>>OK HCXTX I 

TEL.'«1A‘.AA.»vrih 
FAX. iKi.G AAnAieviX 

OSIUCABRANOI 

!in»: BLDGM-AA 

KIT.AIIORIE NISHI -Kl\ OvAXA «' 

lAPAN 

TLX 'IA222ASH IKXIOS I 

TELiHlhiAAO.W* 

F.A.X:CK|f>jA«l|— 
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Mr. Burton. I want to end this hearing by thanking Mr. Wang. 
It has been a long day for you and for your counsel. We really ap- 
preciate your hard work in coming out here and your patience. And 
I want to also thank your interpreter, your translator, and your 
other counsel as well. Thank you very much. We stand adjourned. 
[Whereupon, at 6:50 p.m., the committee was adjourned.] 

o 



